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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was THE FALLACY OF BORROWING 

called to order by the Speaker pro tern- MONEY TO FIGHT IN OTHER PEG-
pore [Mr. VOLKMER]. PLE'S WARS 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 20, 1993. 

I hereby designate the Honorable HAROLD 
L . VOLKMER to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

THOMAS S . FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We know, 0 God, that before the 
mountains were formed or the waters 
filled the seas, Your grace and mercy 
have been Your gifts to us. You have 
blessed us, 0 God, in so many ways and 
Your goodness is ever with us. We pray 
that we will be steadfast in our com
mitment to justice and truth, that we 
will be faithful in our tasks, constant 
in our commitments, and devoted to 
that which is honorable and good. Bless 
us this day and every day, we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day 's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] to lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. STUPAK led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will now recognize 15 Members 
on each side for 1-minute requests. 

(Mr. JACOBS asked was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute. ) 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speake~. to use the 
relaxed grammar of Abraham Lincoln; 
"Don't it seem strange that some of 
our colleagues are saying the same 
things about Somalia which they have 
condemned President Clinton for say
ing about Vietnam?" 

I think they are right the second 
time. It never did make sense to bor
row money to borrow trouble in other 
people's wars. 

A BLUEPRINT FOR 
INCARCERATION 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
President is proposing to put 50,000 new 
police officers on the street, but while 
I think this proposal has merit, let us 
not kid ourselves. Having 50,000 new of
ficers to arrest more criminals for the 
second, third, fourth, fifth, sixth, and 
seventh offenses will not do it. We need 
to lock them up and keep them locked 
up. 

Today the average murderer is sen
tenced for 15 years, yet serves only 8, 
the · average rapist gets an 8-year sen
tence and serves only 3, and the aver
age mugger gets a 5-year sentence and 
serves only 2. These career criminals 
cost us on an average a half a million 
dollars a year in theft and property 
damage. Society cannot afford it. In
carceration is cheaper. 

Let us put them in jail, make them 
work, teach them a skill, and make it 
so miserable that when they get out, 
they will not want to get back in and 
so they will get a job. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO REDUCE MEMBERS' SALA
RIES TO MEXICAN STANDARD IF 
NAFTA IS PASSED . 
(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, the es
sence of NAFTA is that American 
workers will be forced to compete 
against the desperate and impoverished 
people of Mexico who earn a minimum 
wage of 58 cents an hour. 

It seems to me that if the United 
States Congress is going to force Amer
ican workers to compete against our 
Mexican neighbors, then it is only ap
propriate that we ourselves, the Con
gress, lead by example and show the 
world that we, too, in terms of our pay
checks, are prepared to accept the 
same level of compensation as those in 
Mexico who do the same work that we 
do. · 

Mr. Speaker, the Members of the 
Mexican Chamber of Deputies, Mexi
co's equivalent of our House of Rep
resentatives, earn the equivalent of 
$35,410 per year. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am intro
ducing legislation today which would 
mandate that if NAFTA is passed, our 
salaries in the House of Representa
tives be competitive with the Mexican 
Chamber of Deputies and be reduced to 
$35,410 a year. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to ask 
American automobile workers and 
dairy farmers and truck drivers to be 
competitive with their counterparts in 
Mexico, then the salaries of the United 
States Congress should be competitive 
with the Mexican Congress. 

THE NO. 1 ISSUE 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, the No. 
1 issue facing the country today ts 
crime. 

Should the American people really 
trust the Clinton administration to 
come up with a tough anticrime pack
age? Can we really trust liberal Demo
crats in this House to fight for victims 
of crime and against the perpetrators? 

I do not think so. 
The Democrats' answer to crime is to 

weaken current law when it comes to 
the death penalty. 

In fact, instead of clearing the obsta
cles to swift justice, the Democrat 
crime bill puts more legal roadblocks 
in the way. 

Instead of including the death pen
alty for drug kingpins, the Democrats 
removed it from their bill. 

Instead of including a mandatory 
minimum sentence for the use of semi
automatic weapons, the Democrats 
leave it out. 

Mr. Speaker, when it comes to the 
No. 1 issue facing this country, the 
Democrats don't measure up. 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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EXPORTS THE NO. 1 SUBJECT OF 

NAFTA-THE EXPORT OF JOBS 
(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration says that NAFTA is all 
about exports. Unfortunately, they are 
right, because if this agreement passes, 
our No. 1 export is going to be Amer
ican jobs. 

But Members do not have to take my 
word for it. A year ago, on September 
24, 1992, the Wall Street Journal polled 
455 of our Nation's top executives. This 
was before NAFTA became the volatile 
issue it is today, and executives stated 
what they saw in NAFTA. In response 
to this poll, 55 percent of these execu
tives said they would move operations 
to Mexico if NAFTA passed- 25 percent 
said they had used the threat of mov
ing operations to Mexico in the collec
tive-bargaining process. 

So much for American jobs and our 
standard of living. 

Mr. Speaker, this is exactly what the 
opponents of this agreement have been 
saying all along. If we pass NAFTA, 
there is a better than 50-50 chance your 
constituents ' jobs will be gone. You do 
not have to take our word for it; ask 
your district's top executives. I did, 
and the Wall Street Journal did. They 
want to increase exports all right
your jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote against this agreement. We must 
not adopt this NAFTA agreement. 

THE REPUBLICAN POSITION 
(Mr. BUNNING asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, on April 
1, 1993, the Republican Policy Commit
tee had this to say: 

U.S. military forces in Somalia have ful
filled the mission given them by President 
Bush. Republicans therefore call on Presi
dent Clinton to bring our troops home. 

Mr. Speaker, we're still waiting. 
President Clinton chose to ignore our 

advice. Instead, he preferred to put our 
troops under U.N. command, and in 
real danger. 

The mission has degenerated from 
humanitarian to humiliation, and it is 
past time for it to stop. 

The President's response is not suffi
cient. He should not keep our troops in 
harm's way into next year without real 
justification and without a detailed 
strategy. 

Republicans have been consistent in 
our opposition to a policy of troop 
commitment without focus. 

I urge the President to heed our ad
vice and bring our troops home now. 

0 1010 
NAFTA: A BAD DEAL FOR A LOT 

OF REASONS 
(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
you have heard in this Chamber this 
morning and other days all the reasons 
to oppose NAFTA: the environmental 
reasons, loss of jobs, depressing of 
American wages, food safety, truck 
safety, all of the issues that make 
N AFT A a bad deal. 

One issue nobody wants to talk about 
is that NAFTA is a new $50 billion Gov
ernment program. Proponents of 
NAFTA do not like to talk about the 
lost tariff revenues that our Govern
ment will forgo. They do not like to 
talk about border cleanup, $20 billion 
for environmental costs. They do not 
like to talk about the request of the 
Governor of Texas for $10 billion, or the 
requests from Arizona, California, and 
New Mexico, for billions of dollars to 
prepare for N AFT A. 

NAFTA is a $50 billion new program. 
It is something we cannot afford. It is 
something we have to pay for with ei
ther increased taxes or cuts in services 
that nobody wants to specify. 

Mr. Speaker, NAFTA is a bad deal for 
a lot of reasons. It is a bad deal because 
it is a $50 billion new Government pro
gram. 

STOP VIOLENCE AGAINST PEOPLE 
OF KASHMIR 

(Mr. PAXON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, the vio
lence in Kashmir that I spoke about 
earlier this year continues unabated. 
On Friday, 1,000 Indian troops sur
rounded the Hazratbal mosque in the 
capital city of Srinagar, trapping ap
proximately 100 Kashmiri separatists 
inside. 

This mosque, the holiest shrine in 
Kashmir, contains a relic of the proph
et Mohammed. For years it has been a 
focal point of Kashmiri separatist feel
ings. It appears that the siege was 
planned to strike at the very heart of 
the Kashmiri separatist movement. 

Unfortunately, this is all too remi
niscent of the Indian Government's 
1984 siege of the Golden Temple of Am
ritsar in which over 1,200 people were 
killed. 

This attack is but the latest round of 
violence and terror against the Kash
mir people by the Indian Government 
since the uprising began in January 
1990. Over 7,500 Kashmiris have been 
killed, with thousands more beaten, 
raped, and detained without charge, ac
cording to international human rights 
organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, it is high time for the 
United States and all nations to press 
India to stop the violence in Kashmir, 
remove their troops, and give the peo
ple of Kashmir the vote on independ
ence long ago promised. 

CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITIES 
ASKEW 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
Americans are losing their jobs, losing 
their homes, losing their families, los
ing their pensions, and losing their 
health insurance . There are 25,000 mur
ders a year in our country. Kids are lit
erally being killed in their own homes 
by drive-by shooters. AIDS is explod
ing, taxes keep going up and up, stran
gling this economy, our debt is now 
over $5 trillion, and American soldiers 
are literally being killed in foreign 
lands. And the other body today is de
bating Beavis and Butthead. 

Beam me up. Think about it. Maybe 
it is time that Congress starts looking 
at itself in the mirror. Maybe it is not 
just television. 

SILLY ARGUMENTS 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, 
there is one word that adequately de
scribes the arguments against the 
NAFTA treaty: silly. 

NAFTA opponents say that jobs will 
go to Mexico if we pass this agreement. 
Mr. Speaker, if we do not pass this 
treaty jobs will continue to flow to 
Mexico. 

High Mexican tariffs create an incen
tive for American companies to move 
south of the border. This treaty lowers 
tariffs and encourages companies and 
jobs to stay in the United States. 

NAFTA opponents say that the envi
ronment will be harmed if NAFTA is 
passed. That is ridiculous. If NAFTA is 
passed, we will finally have the ability 
to force Mexico to uphold their envi
ronmental laws. If NAFT A fails, the le
verage will be lost. 

NAFTA opponents ignore the posi
tive effects this treaty will have on il
legal immigration, our regional rela
tions with our neighbors and our bal
ance of trade. 

Scare tactics and silly arguments 
should not be enough to stop NAFTA 
from being implemented. This is a 
treaty we can all feel good about. 

BUILD A STRONGER AMERICA BY 
STARTING AT HOME 

(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 



October 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 25519 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
morning realizing that all over the 
country, all over the Nation, and, yes, 
indeed, some parts of the world, the 
foremost discussion we are involved in 
is about NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned because 
of the lack of discussions about com
munity development in this Third 
World nation within our borders, these 
urban and rural communities where 
people have already been displaced, 
where people are already without jobs, 
where people already do not have ac
cess to good education that prepares 
them for jobs. As we talk about 
NAFTA, we are not talking about what 
we need to do for our own people. Some 
of them will be displaced. But what 
about those that already are? That 
have discovered that training programs 
have not prepared them adequately to 
be able to assume the jobs that are 
available or prepare them in · areas 

. where there are jobs going to be open
ing by virtue of the great arguments 
that are made for what NAFTA is 
going to do for this country? 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that our 
first responsibility is to make sure 
that we are as strong a nation as we 
can possibly be. Certainly I think there 
are some who would listen very favor
ably to the NAFTA discussion if it was 
somehow related to a discussion about 
how to build a stronger America. 

DEMOCRATS ARE ONCE AGAIN 
SOFT ON CRIME 

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, the lib
eral Democrats who brought you the 
largest tax increase in history are pre
paring to sell America another Trojan 
horse, this time disguised as crime re
form. The Democrat crime bill is worse 
than current law. Just listen to what 
they want now. 

New habeas corpus language for 
death row criminals which allows them 
to avoid serving their sentence; weak
ened probation standards allowing drug 
addicts to remain on the streets; a 
fraudulent death penalty that will 
never be enacted; and the removal of 
the death penalty for drug kingpins 
which are strangling our cities. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not crime re
form. It is just another example of how 
soft the liberal Democrats are on vio
lent criminals. Let us pass real reform 
in this body, stop these hardened 
criminals in their tracks, and provide 
some sort of relief to the all too often 
ignored victims. 

AN OUNCE OF PREVENTION 
(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, our 
health care system needs reform. We 
spend much more money per person on 
health care than any other nation. But 
we do not get the results we should. 

Even with the finest doctors, the best 
hospitals, and the most advanced tech
nology, our infant mortality is among 
the highest in the industrialized world. 
Nearly half of American children be
tween the ages of 1 and 4 lack basic 
childhood immunizations. We are again 
seeing outbreaks of measles, mumps, 
and whooping cough. 

Our health care system skimps on 
low-cost prenatal care, but then spends 
over $30,000 a month to keep low-birth
weight babies alive in high-technology 
neonatal units. That's just not very 
smart--or cost effective. 

President Clinton wants to change 
this. He's proposed comprehensive 
health care reform that emphasizes the 
simple preventive measures that are 
crucial to long-term health-immuni
zations, checkups, education, preven
tive screenings and tests. The Presi
dent understands that good health care 
means keeping people healthy, not 
waiting until people get sick to treat 
them. 

An ounce of prevention really is 
worth a pound of cure. Controlling 
health-care costs and improving 
health-care quality depends on living 
by these words. 

ECONOMIC WAR BEING WAGED 
AGAINST THE WEST 

(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, President Clinton and Sec
retary Babbitt and his Department of 
Ulterior Motives are waging an eco
nomic war on the West. This is not 
about western people prospering; this 
is about survival. This is about fami
lies keeping their homes. This is about 
ensuring that people can live and work 
where they choose-in the West. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress says it 
wants to make people and jobs a prior
ity, so we ought to be working to keep 
the ones we have. The people in the 
West, threatened by Clinton's land 
policies, do not want to be handed un
employment checks because their jobs 
have been taken away by the Govern
ment. 

This President talks a lot about jobs. 
He talks a lot about rejuvenating 
America. These are just statements
just as vague, shallow, and failed as his 
efforts to build other nations. 

Mr. Clinton and Mr. Babbitt are re
inventing a whole new constituency for 
unemployment benefits. If this contin
ues, the sign at State borders in the 
West will read, "Last one out of the 
West, turn off the lights." 

IMMIGRATION STABILIZATION ACT 
OF 1993 

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
introduce the Immigration Stabiliza
tion Act of 1993. Along with Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. LEHMAN, 
and Mr. TRAFICANT, I present this com
prehensive piece of legislation aimed 
specifically at reforming, not just one 
section of the law, but our Nation's 
laws governing both legal and illegal 
immigration in their entirety. 

Recent events have brought to light 
evidence of the desperate need for 
wholescale reform of the U.S. immigra
tion system. The breakdown of the sys
tem is seen not only in high-profile 
cases like the bombing of the World 
Trade Center and the murder of gov
ernment employees at our CIA head
quarters, but also in the everyday life 
of our citizens and our economy . 

The employment needs of our Nation 
have changed. No longer do we require 
a massive influx of unskilled labor as 
we did when current immigration law 
was written. 

No longer can we afford to offer blan
ket asylum for all seeking protection 
from their enemies, whether they are 
real or alleged. 

Our social services system is on the 
verge of collapse under the weight of 
our own citizens. We must take action 
so that we may retake control of our 
future. 

Some people will say this legislation 
is xenophobic. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. Our irr.migrant past is 
one of the greatest contributions to 
our Nation's strength today. What this 
bill says, is that the United States 
should, like every other industrialized 
country, control the flow of people into 
our country, ensuring the best inter
ests of our Nation are served rather 
than the narrow interests of certain 
groups. 

I ask for the support of my col
leagues from both sides of the aisle in 
seeking the swift passage of this bipar
tisan legislation. 

0 1020 

TOP 10 REASONS TO VOTE 
AGAINST NAFTA 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to report to our colleagues that 
I just received from the home office in 
San Diego, CA, the top 10 reasons as to 
why we should vote against the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

Reason No. 10: I like living in the 
past. Reason No.9: We need a good rev
olution in Mexico. Reason No. 8: It is 
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best to close the barn door after the 
horse is out. Reason No. 7: Jobs, who 
needs stinking jobs. Reason No. 6: The 
Toronto Blue Jays. Reason No. 5: It is 
the best way to get labor PAC money. 
Reason No. 4: Pat Buchanan, Jesse 
Jackson, Ralph Nader, and Jerry 
Brown-wow. Reason No. 3: The Japa
nese want me to vote "no." Reason No. 
2: We need more illegal immigrants. 

And the No. 1 reason to vote against 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment: Perotnoia will destroy ya. 

Mr. Speaker, there are no reasons to 
vote against the North American Free
Trade Agreement. We should line up 
and provide support for the American 
consumer and creation of jobs right 
here in the United States. 

NAFTA'S EFFECTS TERMED 
DEVASTATING 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and her remarks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, few is
sues that we address here provoke such 
passion and are the targets of such dis
tortion as the North American Free
Trade Agreement. The most prevalent 
distortion floated by the proponents of 
NAFTA is that it will create jobs- it 
won't. 

We have already lost 500,000 jobs to 
Mexico and estimates are that enact
ment of this trade agreement would 
cost us 500,000 more jobs. In my State
Connecticut-where we have lost 
180,000 to a continuing recession-we 
cannot afford one more job loss. But, 
NAFTA will cost us in other ways as 
well: It will cost us in lost revenues
in lost tariffs to the U.S. Government; 
in lost corporate tax revenues as busi
nesses move to Mexico; in lost income 
tax revenues-unemployed workers 
cannot pay income taxes. And, hun
dreds of thousands of workers will lose 
their jobs as a result of NAFTA no 
matter whose economic model you use. 

I am not opposed to free trade. If 
there were compelling evidence that 
the long-term payoffs of N AFT A would 
offset the devastating short-term ef
fects, then I could get behind it. But 
the long-term effects of NAFTA will be 
equally devastating: a lower standard 
of living for workers on both sides of 
the border. 

The bottom line is that NAFT A will 
cost us jobs and it will cost us money. 
Our workers cannot afford NAFTA. Our 
country cannot afford NAFTA. Not this 
NAFTA. 

SOMALIA 
(Mr. WELDON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
has said it wants a full and open debate 
and vote on Somalia. The American 

people have said they want a full and 
open debate and vote on Somalia. We 
were told we would have a full and 
open debate and a vote on Somalia by 
November 15, and new we see what is 
happening: A watered down Senate pro
vision will be buried in a conference re
port. We will never have that debate. 
We will never have that up-or-down 
vote. 

My colleagues, we can force that de
bate. We can force that vote. 

Yesterday I filed a discharge petition 
No.9 to force out House Resolution 227, 
offered by my Democrat colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 

Ben Pilla, from Vineland, NJ, said it 
best, and I quote: "I ask this Congress 
to put as much effort into investigat
ing this foreign policy disaster as they 
put into investigating Watergate and 
Iran-Contra. Neither Watergate nor 
Iran-Contra cost the lives of American 
soldiers.'' 

Ben's son, Dominick, was killed in 
Somalia on October 3, 1993, and buried 
on October 11. To Ben, his father, to his 
son, to Dominick, we owe the Amer
ican people a debate and a vote on the 
presence of our troops in Somalia. 

BREAST CANCER AWARENESS 
MONTH 

(Mr. POMEROY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in recognition of Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month. 

Having personally witnessed how this 
disease afflicted my wife's family, how 
it robbed them of a cherished sister and 
daughter, I stand before this body to 
remind us all that the issue of breast 
cancer is not just a women's issue. It is 
an issue of finding a cure for a life
threatening disease that is killing 
thousands beloved family members and 
valuable citizens every day in our 
country. 

With 1 in 8 women now at risk of de
veloping this disease, all of us will be 
impacted one way or another by this 
ongoing tragedy. We must support ad
ditional funding for research and pro
vide for adequate access to new thera
pies. Likewise, health care reform 
must provide for preventive measures 
such as screening mammograms in the 
basic benefits package. 

This week, the National Breast Can
cer Coalition presented President Clin
ton a petition, calling for increased 
funding for breast cancer research. It 
was signed by 2.6 million people 
throughout the country. The breast 
cancer survivors who participated in 
the event are living proof that we can 
win the battle against breast cancer. 
We must continue to elevate the public 
consciousness about this disease, and 
commit the necessary resources to end 
the

1 

breast cancer epidemic. 

COMMERCE SECRETARY RON 
BROWN'S HAITIAN AND VIETNAM 
CONNECTIONS 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
Secretary of Commerce Brown should 
not be a part of the decisionmaking 
process concerning our economic em
bargo on Haiti. This is due to the fact 
that a few years ago he legally took 
large fees to lobby for the former Hai
tian dictatorship. 

Our Secretary of Commerce testified 
before my committee that he excluded 
himself from any discussion on easing 
the embargo on Communist Vietnam. 
This is due to the fact that he did not 
take the $700,000 that may or may not 
have been offered to him. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been asked why 
all the fuss? Let me answer in human 
terms. A few months ago I put a list of 
500 political prisoners in the hands of 
the head of the Communist Party of 
Vietnam. 

I personally put the same list in 
President Clinton's hands. With a whis
per our President could have asked for 
the release of these prisoners as a sign 
of good faith before taking any steps to 
ease the embargo. 

Obviously no such request was made. 
Yesterday a story in a local paper indi
cates religious persecution continues 
unabated in Vietnam. 

Let us hope the reason for our silence 
on human rights in Vietnam has not 
been an illegal deal between high gov
ernment officials. 

We need a special prosecutor for an 
impartial investigation of this issue. 

0 1030 

URGING BIPARTISAN SUPPORT 
FOR THE PRESIDENT'S POLICY 
ON HAITI 
(Mr. OWENS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent's policy on Haiti is now on the 
most productive track possible and it 
deserves the bipartisan support of the 
entire Congress. The President has de
cided to go beyond the Boy Scout ap
proach of certain naive and deceived 
State Department diplomats. We still 
support the Martin Luther King non
violent approach of the Governor's Is
land Agreement. But the President now 
realizes that we are dealing with a Hai
tian army led by drug smugglers and 
killers. Armed protection for the con
stitutional democratic government of 
President Aristide is a definite neces
sity. 
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In order to take care of our own na

tional interest in Haiti, in order to pro
mote democracy in this Western Hemi
sphere, we have no choice but the pur
suit of a policy of firmness which con
fronts the forces of lawlessness and 
brutality. For too many decades the 
United States has dominated Haiti by 
assisting the oppressors of the major
ity. 

Now is the time to reverse the nega
tive impact of the Monroe Doctrine. 
Now is the time to act with strength 
and firmness to support democracy and 
the economic redevelopment of Haiti. 
Help the Haitians to take democratic 
control of their own destiny and then 
the Haitians will take care of them
selves. 

URGING CONGRESS TO REJECT 
THE ADMINISTRATION'S CRIME 
BILL AND GET SERIOUS ABOUT 
CRIME 
(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, we do not 
have to be rocket scientists to know 
that crime in the United States has 
reached an epidemic level. What has 
the President decided to do about it? 
He has dropped from previously intro
duced bills a number of provisions. He 
has eliminated mandatory minimum 
sentences for armed career criminals. 
He has eliminated mandatory mini
mum sentences for drug trafficking 
near schools. He has eliminated the 
death penalty for convicted drug king
pins. He has eliminated increased man
datory minimum sentences for the 
criminal use of semiautomatic weap
ons, and he has eliminated language 
that would curtail excessive appeals by 
death row inmates. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, the President 
has written a bill which is worse than 
our current law. Let us reject the ad
ministration's crime bill and get seri
ous about crime. 

NAFrA: A MISTAKE FOR AMERICA 
(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with the strongest possible oppo
sition to the North American Free
Trade Agreement. For too long, Amer
ican textile workers have acted as the 
punching bag for one administration 
after another, and NAFTA would be 
more of the same. 

NAFTA supporters point out that our 
exports to Mexico are growing. The 
truth is, American factories and Amer
ican jobs account for the great major
ity of our increased exports to Mexico 
during the past few years. 

They also say the Mexican consumer 
market is expanding. Mr. Speaker, 

Mexican workers are making 62 percent 
less money today than they were in 
1980. Workers that only make one dol
lar an hour cannot offer much in the 
way of buying power. 

The supporters also say NAFTA 
means jobs. That is right. NAFTA 
means the loss of American jobs for the 
sake of expanding the Mexican econ
omy. 

Average American workers are the 
backbone of our economy, and they are 
being abandoned by this agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, I will not support-and 
I urge my colleagues not to support
this legislation that robs Americans of 
employment opportunities. NAFTA is a 
mistake, and it should fail. 

CLINTON HEALTH CARE PLAN: IT 
IS OCTOBER 20 AND WE ARE 
STILL WAITING 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, on Octo
ber 5, Secretary of Health and Human 
Services Donna Shalala testified before 
the Energy and Commerce Committee 
that in 2 weeks Congress would have 
the details of the Clinton health care 
plan. That would have been October 19, 
or yesterday. Well, it is October 20 and 
we are still waiting. The chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI, has criticized the Clin
ton administration's delay in sending 
the specifics of its health care reform 
to his committee recently. In the 
meantime, committees have been hold
ing hearings on legislation that does 
not exist, trying to study "devil in the 
details'' problems with no details. My 
constituents, and I am sure those of 
every Member of this House, have 
asked for copies of the Clinton legisla
tion, only to be told that the bill still 
doesn't exist. And, everyone wants to 
know, re~listically, how much this will 
cost. 

The uncertainty over this plan also is 
causing real concerns in our Nation's 
teaching hospitals. Young men and 
women studying medicine have legiti
mate concerns that a new Federal au
thority is being created to dictate 
where and what they can practice 
under the guise of "creating a new 
health work force." 

There are so many fundamental ques
tions this issue of health care reform 
raises, and right now none of them are 
being answered. It's time for the ad
ministration to stop delaying and bring 
forward this legislation, with facts and 
figures to back up their claim of a $700 
billion price tag. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
PROVIDING INCENTIVES FOR RE
HABILITATION OF HOUSING 
PROJECTS 
(Mr. JEFFERSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am introducing a bill to provide for 
15-year straight-line depreciation for 
new investors in housing projects in 
need of rehabilitation, together with 
an exemption from the passive loss 
rules. 

According to a 1992 Harvard Univer
sity study, there are only 4.1 million 
units of HUD-assisted housing units 
available to a population of 13.8 million 
households · eligible for the assistance. 
Many of the units that could be put in 
commerce to meet this need are in de
teriorating buildings with financially 
strapped owners, who have no incentive 
to improve their properties and no 
market to dispose of them. These con
ditions are due in part not only to a 
continuing real estate recession and 
the general aging of housing stock, but 
also, in no small part, to changes this 
Congress made in the 1986 revisions to 
the tax laws. 

New investors with the requisite cap
ital that can be generated by the bill 
we introduce today can finance the 
necessary renovations and greatly in
crease the availability of secure hous
ing for low-income tenants who will be 
the direct beneficiaries of the infusion 
of this new capital. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to join 
me in support of this legislation. 

URGING THE ADMINISTRATION TO 
CONTINUE EFFORTS TO RE
STORE DEMOCRACY IN HAITI 
(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
current situation in the Republic of 
Haiti has reached a critical point and 
has caused great debate. The recent in
cident in Port-au-Prince in which 
American troops were refused safe 
entry reveals the unstable conditions 
in this troubled island nation. More
over, the imposition of United States 
economic sanctions shows that the ad
ministration is indeed concerned about 
the hope of restoring democracy in 
Haiti. 

Many will argue that the United 
States should not be involved in "bas
ket-case" countries who possess little 
in terms of U.S. economic interest. It 
is true that Haiti is one of the world's 
leaders in poverty. It is true that Haiti 
possesses immeasurable problems re
lated to infrastructure and modernity. 
And, the Haitian record on human 
rights can best be characterized as de
plorable. 
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So, the question remains: Why is 

Haiti important? Or better stated, 
what is America's vested interest in 
Haiti? First, Haiti is important be
cause it is a nation longing for the 
same democratic principles we cherish 
here in the United States. Before the 
military coup on September 30, 1991, 
the Haitian people popularly elected 
Jean-Bertrand Aristide as the Presi
dent of the Republic of Haiti. As the 
leader of the free world, the United 
States plays a powerful ideological and 
moral role in assisting aspiring democ
racies. We are privileged to have this 
distinction, and we must fulfill our re
sponsibility. If we do not, we lose re
spect internationally for our compla
cency. 

Second, Haiti is crucial for American 
self-interest because it is geographi
cally located in our own precious hemi
sphere, only 80 miles from our shores. 
The most obvious way in which we are 
affected by the chaos in Haiti is by 
looking at the refugee crisis felt by the 
State of Florida. I know that Rep
resentative MEEK can testify to this 
fact. 

Third, earlier this year, the United 
States Government ruled that boats 
with Haitians seeking freedom in our 
countries should be returned to their 
homeland. The United States and the 
international community must seek to 
stabilize the Haitian society so that 
large numbers of Haitians do not jeop
ardize their lives by taking to the tur
bulent waters with their makeshift 
vessels. 

I urge the administration to work to
ward the restoration of democracy in 
Haiti. The Governor's Island Agree
ment should be honored because it is 
good for the thousands of Haitian peo
ple who deserve the fruits of democ
racy. Ultimately, the stability of Haiti 
is good for our hemisphere and the 
United States. Let us be decisive for 
the sake of democracy and the people 
of Haiti. 

CALLING ON THE DEMOCRATIC 
LEADERSHIP TO IMPROVE 
SCHEDULING OF LEGISLATION 
(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I had no in
tention of speaking to the House, but I 
just found out that we were going to be 
in here until probably 10 o'clock to
night. Let me just say to t_he leader
ship of this House, we really have to do 
a better job of scheduling. One day we 
hear we are going to have votes on 
Monday, then Monday comes and we do 
not have votes. Then we hear we are 
going to have votes on Friday, and 
then they tell us we do not have votes 
on Friday. 

We cannot schedule. We cannot know 
whether we can go to a children's 

event. We cannot know whether we can 
do something in our congressional dis
trict. The hours that we keep in this 
body and the schedule in this body is a 
disgrace. It must change. Husbands do 
not know their wives. Husbands and 
wives do not know their children. Peo
ple do not have any control over the 
schedule. 

I call on the leadership of the party 
that controls this House to do a better 
job of scheduling. It is unacceptable to 
keep the hours and the uniformed 
schedule that we have in this House. 

0 1040 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2492, 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLE
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND 
RESCISSIONS ACT, 1993 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill (H.R.· 
2492) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia 
and other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues 
of said District for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The · SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Pursuant to the rule, the con
ference report is considered as having 
been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Thursday, October 14, 1993, at page 
H7900.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. DIXON] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WALSH] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report and on the amend
ments in disagreement, and that I may 
be permitted to include tabulations 
summarizing the conference agree
ment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. TUCKER]. 

(Mr. TUCKER asked and was given 
permission to proceed out of order.) 

NOT THIS NAFTA 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot 
about the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. I rise today in opposition 
to that particular agreement. As has 
been said, not this NAFTA. 

It is not that many Members on this 
side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, are 
against the concept of free trade or the 
concept of a North American~ Free
Trade Agreement. It is a fact, Mr. 
Speaker, that the NAFTA that is com
ing to this House for a vote in the next 
few weeks is not a good deal. It is not 
a good deal for the American people, 
and if we take it, we will truly have 
been hoodwinked and bamboozled, and 
we will truly have been led astray, be
cause all of these promises and rep
resentations of net job gains are just 
that, Mr. Speaker, promises, just the 
promises for a middle-class income tax 
cut that never came down. These prom
ises of more jobs will not come with a 
NAFTA. There will be in fact the re
ality of job loss. 

We cannot afford any more job losses, 
not only in California, but all across 
this country. This is not a good deal. 
We need to go back and renegotiate. 

To all of those who say we have to 
take it or leave it, I say leave it, be
cause we can renegotiate it. Not this 
NAFTA, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased today to 
present the highlights of the con
ference report on the fiscal year 1994 
District of Columbia Appropriations 
Act. 

There were 48 Senate amendments, 
and we were able to resolve all of them 
in conference. In summary, the 
amounts recommended in this con
ference agreement are within the 602(b) 
allocation in both budget authority 
and outlays, and we are $5.1 million 
below the budget that the President re
quested. 

The conference agreement includes 
$700 million in Federal funds and $3.7 
billion in District funds. Over 80 per
cent of this budget is financed from 
local revenues-income taxes, property 
taxes, and various fees and charges. 

The $700 million in Federal funds is 
identical to the amount that passed 
the House, but it is $2 million above 
the Senate allowance and $12 million 
higher than last year's appropriation. 
The $700 million consists of three 
items. First, the Federal payment of 
$630 million, which is based on a for
mula of 24 percent of the local reve
nues. Second is the Federal contribu
tion of $52 million to the police, fire, 
teachers, and judges retirement funds. 
Third, the Federal contribution of $17 
million for major crime and youth ini
tiatives to reduce the District's rising 
crime rate and to reach out to young 
people who are at risk. 

In District funds, the conference 
agreement provides $3.7 billion which is 
the same as the budget request, but $13 
million below the House allowance and 
$38 million below the Senate allow
ance. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment does not include any funds for 
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George Washington University to build 
a medical center. Instead, the con
ferees agreed to include language under 
amendment No. 25 that requires the 
District government to submit a pro
posed plan by April 15 next year that 
provides for financing of capital reha
bilitation and revitalization of the 
medical infrastructure within the Dis
trict of Columbia. The bill language re
quires that the currently authorized 
George Washington University project 
be specifically addressed as part of the 
overall plan. 

Under general provisions, Mr. Speak
er, the conferees deleted language 
under section 135. That language would 
have required the Mayor to prepare a 
cost analysis and show a 10-percent 
savings before she could contract out 
for goods and services now provided by 
District employees. 

The conferees also deleted language 
under section 136 of the House bill that 
would have required Council review of 
certain contracts over $1 million. 

There is no language in the bill con
cerning abortions. Neither the House
passed bill nor the Senate-passed bill 
make reference to that issue. Both ver
sions of the bill allow the District of 
Columbia to use the funds in the bill 
for abortions in accordance with the 
District's regulations and guidelines in 
compliance with the various Supreme 
Court decisions that have been handed 
won on this issue. These decisions 
apply to the District just as they apply 
to the 50 States. 

However, I would point out to Mem
bers that Federal Medicaid funds are 
governed by the Hyde amendment in 
the Labor-HHS appropriations bill 
(H.R. 2518), and any Federal Medicaid 
funds received by the District cannot 
be used for abortions, except when it is 
made known to the Federal entity or 
official to which funds are appropriated 
under H.R. 2518 that the procedure is 
necessary to save the life of the mother 
and in the case of rape or incest. In 
other words, Mr. Speaker, the District 
is treated in the same manner as each 
of the 50 States are treated. There is 
absolutely no difference. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi
tion to the conference report on H.R. 
2492, the District of Columbia Appro
priations Act for Fiscal year 1994. 

Before I state specifically why I op
pose the report, I would like to com
pliment Chairman DIXON and my col
leagues from both sides of the aisle on 
the responsible manner in which they 
addressed our constitutional respon
sibility to the District of Columbia. 

Regarding the substance of the bill: 
The Federal formula payment for fiscal 
year 1994 is $630.6 million. The Federal 
contribution to the retirement fund 
stands at $52 million and $17 million 

going to the crime and youth ini tia
tive. I expressed opposition to certain 
portions of the bill early on. Those res
ervations remain. Specifically, abor
tion funding, the crime and youth ini
tiative, and fiddling with the Federal 
employees retirement fund. 

Allow me to take a moment to detail 
this opposition. As we know, Mr. 
Speaker, as this conference report is 
currently constructed, Federal and 
local taxpayer dollars will be used to 
fund abortion. This has never been 
done before. Recently the Congress 
voted overwhelmingly for a somewhat 
revised Hyde amendment on the Labor/ 
HHS bill. At the least, this bill should 
comply with that language. As for the 
crime and youth initiatve, I consider 
$17 million to the District beyond our 
commitment. The Federal Govern
ment's obligation as cited by GAO is to 
pay the District $630.6 million. Let us 
stick to it. We enacted a law to take 
the guesswork out of how much we 
owed the District. I have accepted the 
argument that the District is in finan
cial peril and that youth in the city are 
being killed at an alarming rate. How
ever, I do not honestly believe that in 
effect paying youths to stay off the 
streets will accomplish our social 
goals. No American in any city wants 
to see children hurt, old people robbed, 
or residents carjacked, for that matter. 
I would suggest we look at other cities 
of comparable size to see what they are 
doing about these problems, to try to 
find solutions that are results-oriented. 
As it stands, the program is wasteful. 

Last, I oppose delaying the obliga
tion of $2 million to the Federal em
ployees retirement fund. I support the 
Senate action which makes the $52 mil
lion available immediately and cuts $2 
million from the crime and youth ini
tiative. 

The pension fund, which received a 
commitment from Congress several 
years ago for an annual contribution, 
is woefully underfunded as it is. It will 
require major surgery if it is to meet 
its obligations to those workers. To 
deny the fund the relatively minor 
amount of $2 million for the relatively 
short period of a couple of months still 
amounts to actuarial larceny. Perhaps 
more importantly, it sets a dangerous 
precedent and weakens our commit
ment to the District. As the ranking 
republican member of the subcommit
tee, I applaud the District, and espe
cially Mayor Sharon Pratt Kelly, for 
the fiscal prudence used in sorting out 
the District's budget challenges. As a 
former city official I know tough deci
sions when I see them, and for every
one's information tough decisions have 
been made. 

At the same time, for the reasons 
stated, I strongly urge my colleagues 
to reject this conference report, with 
one final note on how I think we can 
work together. 

The Corporation Counsel's Office of 
the District of Columbia has strained 

relations with Congress by not pros
ecuting the offenders of law and order, 
specifically the demonstrators for D.C. 
statehood. Again, speaking as a former 
city official in my hometown, I would 
remind the Corporation Counsel that it 
has a responsibility to prosecute viola
tors of the law-whether they like the 
law or not. The demonstrators have 
been a threat to public safety by block
ing House buildings. This is not just 
my opinion. They were arrested for 
this reason. In conclusion, I urge my 
colleagues to vote down this con
ference report. 

0 1050 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes to the distinguished Delegate 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
morning to ask my colleagues and 
friends in this body, on both sides of 
the aisle, to affirm the D.C. appropria
tions for which the majority voted ear
lier this year. May I ask my colleagues 
as well to consider this appropriation 
without discrimination or malice to
ward the Capital of our Nation at a 
time when the city is being ravaged by 
financial trouble. 

Mr. Speaker, the District appropria
tion before us consists largely of funds 
raised in the District of Columbia it
self, paid by District taxpayers and 
businesses. The smaller portion that is 
the Federal payment is different from 
every single appropriation that comes 
before the House. The District appro
priation is not called a Federal pay
ment for nought. The term "payment" 
is technically precise. The Federal pay
ment is meant to pay the District for 
what it loses in restrictions that this 
body has placed on the city's ability to 
develop itself economically, for land 
taken off the tax rolls by the Federal 
Government and for services rendered 
to the Federal Government. 

No one pretends that the amount has 
ever been adequate to make up for 
these restrictions, but all agree that 
the Federal payment is a debt owed the 
District, not a grant like our other ap
propriations. To fail to pay the full 
amount owed is to repudiate a debt. I 
ask this body to keep faith with this 
debt and with the District. 

I especially ask my colleagues for 
your help this year when the Capital 
City has been the victim of a cruel re
cession that has simply refused to let 
go and let the city recover. I recognize 
that there are some among my col
leagues who have sometimes looked at 
the District appropriation as an ex
pendable vote . We are not your con
stituents so what do you have to lose, 
some have reasoned. 

But this is your city too. It is the 
Capital of your country. It is in deep fi
nancial trouble. To vote against the 



25524 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 20, 1993 
District appropriation this year is to 
vote to tell the Capital of this Nation 
to go to hell. 

This much is sure, without this full 
appropriation the District's finances 
and stability will go south. The 600,000 
residents of the District need and de
serve better . 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues not 
to engage in brinkmanship with the 
city's solvency. That is what a nay 
vote will do. A nay vote this year is not 
a vote without consequences. A nay 
vote is a cruel vote that could threaten 
the solvency of a city that is still 
struggling to balance its budget and is 
still laying off employees. 

Whatever your vote in the past, I am 
asking for your vote this year. An aye 
vote is necessary to preserve the finan
cial solvency of the Capital of this Na
tion. Please vote " aye" on H.R. 2492. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a controversial 
bill for several reasons. It passed this 
House by a vote of 213-211 on June 30. 
One reason that vote was so close was 
that the bill exceeded the authoriza
tion level by $17 million. This con
ference report does not change that is 
still at $17,000,000 over that level. 

But the House should be aware that 
circumstances have changed in the last 
31/ 2 months that should make us even 
less willing than then to throw an 
extra $17 million in to the D.C. govern
ment. 

Each Thursday since the House voted 
and first passed this bill, District of 
Columbia government officials have or
ganized and participated in illegal 
demonstrations involving the arrest of 
several demonstrators for blocking 
traffic at the intersection of Independ
ence and New Jersey Avenues, just out
side this building. The last three times, 
demonstrators switched to blocking 
the en trance doors to the Longworth 
Building. 

These demonstrations are preceded 
by the District's unmarked police cars 
with flashing red lights, they begin 
just outside the Mayor's office, and 
they are led by Mayor Kelly and other 
city officials. These officials, including 
the Mayor herself on one occasion, 
have been among those arrested for 
personally blocking traffic through the 
Capitol Grounds. 

Yesterday, the District of Columbia 
government's involvement became 
even more blatant, when its prosecutor 
dropped all charges against those ar
rested for blocking the Capitol traffic. 
Moreover, he seems to have invited fur
ther direct interference with Congress 
by reaching an agreement with the 
arrestees to stop actions which are 

prosecutable by him, rather than by 
the U.S. attorney. In other words , from 
now on, statehood protesters are to 
keep blocking our office doors , rather 
than blocking Independence Avenue. 

Admittedly, these illegal activities 
have not had a great effect. They have 
not been able to block our streets for 
more than about 20 minutes or our 
doors for more than about 5 minutes 
before our Capitol Police are able to 
clear the way. 

They have failed miserably as a pub
licity stunt, receiving almost no notice 
outside the Washington area, and get
ting very little coverage even in the 
local press. If only private citizens 
were involved, I would not even bother 
mentioning this situation. 

But the point the House should note 
is this: These are not just the actions 
of private individuals-these are the 
actions of supposedly responsible pub
lic officials who are sworn to uphold 
the law, but instead are violating the 
law in physical attacks aimed at the 
Congress, for which they ensure there 
is no punishment for the acts they 
committed. 

Never before in the history of our 
country has there ever been such an at
tack on Congress by another govern
ment. Even early in our history, when 
Pennsylvania State officials failed to 
protect Members of Congress from dis
gruntled veterans-at least the State 
officials were not participating person
ally . 

I know my colleagues are not ready 
to punish the D.C. government by ap
propriating below the formula level. 

And there is a formula that we 
worked out that we thought was fair 
and just; but do we really still have to 
go beyond the formula payment and 
provide $17 million extra when this 
type of action is being taken to pres
sure us, to intimidate us? I do not 
think so. Congress must draw the line 
somewhere. 

I ask my colleagues to vote "no" on 
the extra money for lawbreakers who 
are trying to intimidate Congress. A 
"no" vote on this conference report is 
saying that the people who direct the 
government of the District of Columbia 
ought to obey the law and cannot try 
to force us, to intimidate us, to block 
our doors, to come into this Capitol 
and get their way. 

0 1100 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, let's 
take a minute to cut through the rhet
oric and be clear about what we are 
talking about here. Some of these 
points have already been made; some 
will be made again. But I think it is 
important to get them right. 

First, the conference report contains 
no language restricting choice because 
that is what the House voted for last 

June. And that was the position of the 
other body as well. We have, in effect , 
already decided this issue. We should 
stand by this decision and support the 
conference report . 

Second, it is no great secret around 
here that it is not difficult to vote 
against the District of Columbia. The 
harder vote is to stand up for what is 
right. What is right here is to allow the 
citizens of the District to make their 
own decisions about how they want to 
allocate their tax dollars. 

D.C. citizens have limited political 
rights . As we all know, they do not 
elect full voting Members of the House , 
although we have taken some steps in 
that direction. They do not elect Sen
ators. But they do elect a mayor and a 
city council. 

These women and men set the policy 
for the city. They are accountable to 
their voters. As Members of Congress, 
we are free to disagree with their posi
tions. But we must understand that 
D.C. voters ask no more than what our 
own constituents ask, indeed demand: 
The right to make their own decisions 
about how they will be governed. 

Third, I want to make it perfectly 
clear that Medicaid funds that go to 
the District are governed by the Hyde 
amendment in the Labor-HHS bill. 
Many Members may think this debate 
is about Medicaid funding, but it is 
not . It is about preventing the District 
from using its funds as it chooses. 

In your States, in your cities and 
towns, you have large taxpayers--none 
as large as the Federal Government, 
but sizable all the same. But you do 
not, and we in Connecticut do not, per
mit these individuals and taxpayers to 
dictate the terms on which their tax 
dol~ars can be used. That is a local gov
ernmental matter, one that is left to 
the will of the people and their elected 
represen ta ti ves. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, I see no reason 
why this House should not stand by its 
previous decision and support this con
ference report. I would urge my col
leagues to maintain their original posi
tion, and vote for the conference re
port. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, this year's 
bill, the District of Columbia appro
priation, contains no language restrict
ing abortion funding, which means, of 
course, if left to the devices of the Dis
trict of Columbia government, there 
will be abortion on demand paid for by 
the taxpayers. 

I would only say in response to my 
dear friend and someone I admire 
greatly, the delegate from the District 
of Columbia, that a nay vote is not a 
cruel vote. A "nay" vote could save 
24,000 babies, little tiny members of the 
human family who have a future and 
who we should help enjoy that future. 

Washington is the Nation's Capital, 
but it is also the abortion capital of 
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this country. Do you realize the Dis
trict of Columbia has an abortion rate 
triple the rate of any State in the 
Union? The statistics are appalling
appalling. 

The President has said he wants to 
make abortion safe, legal and rare
rare. The last year for which we have 
statistics for the District of Columbia 
is 1986 and that year there were 23,910 
abortions and 10,945 live births, nearly 
3 times the number of live births you 
have abortions. That is an appalling 
lack of reverence of life. 

What does that mean? There is mas
sive devaluing of the sanctity-forget 
sanctity, that may offend some people 
who have a different view of the first 
amendment that I do, let us talk about 
reverence, the reference for life. 

Our corporations are downsizing 
their employment rolls. We are mor
ally downsizing our laws when we treat 
abortion like we treat an appendec
tomy. Abortion is the only surgical 
procedure that intentionally extermi
nates a human life. That life is not ani
mal, mineral or vegetable. 

My dear friend, the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut, said there is no lan
guage about choice. Well, she should 
have specified, she did not mean choice 
in education. She means the right to 
choose to exterminate your unborn 
child because somebody does not want 
that child. 

I suggest to you that we vote no on 
this appropriation, send it back and 
put the Hyde amendment in which says 
no public funds may be expended to pay 
for abortions, except where the Ufe of 
the mother would be endangered if the 
fetus were carried to term, or in cases 
or rape or incest. That would put the 
District of Columbia in step with what 
I believe to be and ought to be the rest 
of the country and would save a lot of 
human lives that are precious, that de
serve reverence and that certainly do 
not deserve to be exterminated through 
abortion. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
conference report. I want to specifi
cally focus on the issue of local control 
as it relates to the issued of abortion. 

You know, we use this bill in many 
ways, I would say misuse it, to send 
messages to our constituents at home 
which are really at odds with what we 
would be willing to do if we had the 
power to impose on them, our State 
and local governments, the same sort 
of controls that-with impunity-we 
impose on the District of Columbia. 

The issue growing in this body re
ce:r;ttly has been to avoid mandates on 
State and local governments, Federal 
requirements, that we do not reim
burse for. It is a bipartisan movement. 
You can see it on both sides of the 
aisle. 

It is strange then that· we would so 
inconsistently take this piece of legis
lation and annually attempt to man
date on the District of Columbia a dif
ferent standard that most of us would 
not have the stomach to impose on our 
own local constituencies. 

We are saying in this bill that the 
people who are in effect the State leg
islature and the city council, the peo
ple who run the District of Columbia, 
cannot use their own locally derived 
funds and other funds that they control 
for purposes that they decide. 

Now, they may well conclude that 
putting funds into the hands of public 
health facilities that may use them on 
occasion to provide abortions is some
thing that should not be permitted, 
while every other community in this 
country can do it. But it seems to me 
that is totally wrong, totally against 
the grain, totally out of keeping with 
the trends that are moving in this in
stitution, to keep the heavy hand of 
the Federal Government off the necks 
of people who run our State and local 
facilities, our State and local programs 
all across the country. 

We ought not to have a different and 
separate standard for the people who 
live in the District of Columbia. 

I would hope that we would adhere to 
the concept of local control, put our 
personal views on abortion, and they 
range across the spectrum in this insti
tution, aside. We should let locally 
elected officials who have the same 
cross section of views in common with 
us, the same public pressure on them, 
make this determination. 

It is really the only position that we 
can intellectually take that is consist
ent with what we ask for our own con
stituents. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that we 
would support this conference report 
and provide local control of this very 
fundamental and sensitive issue for the 
people of the District. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to . the distinguished gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK], a 
member of the Committee on Appro
priations and the Subcommittee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, it is al
ways interesting to hear Members of 
Congress talk in terms of the people 
who run the District of Columbia. Ac
cording to the U.S. Constitution and 
according to the final language of the 
home rule charter that this Congress 
has granted the District of Columbia, 
the buck still stops here. 
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Mr. Speaker, we may not have asked 

for responsibility regarding the affairs 
of the District of Columbia, but the 
U.S. Constitution says we have that re
sponsibility. We cannot escape it, we 
cannot evade it, we should not try to 
do so, and it is no excuse for us to say 
that something may occur in the gov-

ernance of the District of Columbia 
that is at odds with what the American 
people want it to be and we say, "That 
is what some locally elected leaders 
want, and so we as Members of Con
gress will let them have free rein." We 
do not apply that philosophy, Mr. 
Speaker, to cities and State govern
ments all across this country. 

Having served in local government 
and having served in State govern
ment, I have heard constantly from 
people back in Oklahoma, and other 
Members hear it from people in their 
States, "Why does the Federal Govern
ment keep giving us these mandates? 
Why do they keep telling us how we 
should govern our affairs, what money 
we have to spend, what laws we have to 
pass, what redtape we have to put 
around the necks of other people, but 
then when it comes to the District of 
Columbia, when it comes to the issue 
of Federal funding of abortions, using 
Federal money for the District of Co
lumbia, suddenly it surfaces that we 
are supposed to have a hands-off pol
icy?" 

Even though the U.S. Constitution 
tells us that Congress has the ultimate 
authority over the District of Colum
bia, we have the duty and we cannot 
escape it. We had the Hyde amendment 
up here earlier this year which passed 
overwhelmingly, and Members of Con
gress said, just like the people say, 
that taxpayers' money should not be 
used for funding abortions. 

Mr. Speaker, we need similar lan
guage to that in the D.C. appropria
tions bill. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to respond to 
some of the issues that my colleagues 
on the other side have so well re
sponded to and to once again make sev
eral points. 

Most of the debate in this body this 
morning has focused on the issue of 
abortion. The most recent case on 
abortion is the 1989 Supreme Court 
case of Webster versus Reproductive 
Health Services, and in that case the 
Court held that as long as the limi ta
tions were reasonable, States could 
promulgate reasonable rules as it re
lates to abortion. Many people were 
very happy with that decision. 

I am saying here, as my distin
guished colleague, the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON] has said, that the District 
stands in the same shoes as a State, 
and they should be allowed to do what 
every other State can do. 

Now, addressing the question of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], 
Mr. HYDE has indicated that the Hyde 
amendment should be adopted here. 
The Hyde amendment is in H.R. 2518, 
and it applies exclusively to Federal 
funds. The language· says, " None of the 
funds appropriated under this act." 

The money in H.R. 2518 is Federal 
money. Now, one could argue that 
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there is Federal money in the appro
priations bill that we are discussing 
here today. 

The gentlewoman from the District 
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] makes the 
point that we have provided a Federal 
payment in lieu of the Federal Govern
ment paying property taxes ·on the 41 
percent of the land it owns, but one 
could say that once that money goes to 
the District government, it then be
comes the District government's 
money and the Webster case should 
apply to it. But even if we consider it 
to be Federal money, the District 
under the Webster case should be al
lowed to spend its own money. 

There is $3 billion of District revenue 
here. One would have to argue that $3 
billion was used for abortions before we 
ever got to Federal money. So in either 
case it is totally inappropriate to allow 
States, that we represent, to do one 
thing and then mandate our rule, a dif
ferent rule, as it relates to the District 
of Columbia. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER] has an interesting argu
ment. He says that he disagrees with 
those people who are demonstrating 
about a vote on statehood, and to illus
trate his displeasure with that, he 
would cut off money for law enforce
ment and initiatives to reach out to 
young people who are at risk. I under
stand his reservation about having peo
ple come to the Capitol to demonstrate 
on an issue that they feel strongly 
about. Certainly it has been traditional 
in this city and in the Capitol of the 
United States for people to address 
Congress through demonstrations. It 
happens every day. But I do not under
stand the gentleman's logic. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIXON. No, I will not yield at 
this point. 

But I do not understand the gentle
man's logic in saying "If they are dem
onstrating and I disagree with them, 
let's reduce the money the Federal 
Government might provide to reduce 
crime and for youth initiatives." I do 
not think the rationale is logical. 

Mr. Speaker, I will now yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
let me ask, does the gentleman equate 
acts of blocking the roads and blocking 
our office hallways with demonstrat
ing? I certainly do not equate dem
onstrating with that. 

I certainly think that demonstrating 
and expressing one's opinion is a con
stitutional right that I respect, but we 
are talking about breaking the law and 
public officials breaking the law and 
actually trying to disrupt our proce
dures. Is there not a fundamental dif
ference there as it relates to just dem
onstrating? 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I am referring to the next-to
the-last paragraph in the gentleman's 

"Dear Colleague," where he said, 
"Such actions constitute an unprece
dented illegal attack on Congress by 
another government.'' 

I personally think that is open to 
question. The letter goes on "This is 
hardly the time to reward government 
by giving them $17 million more than 
authorized by the negotiated Federal 
payment formula 

What I am saying is that if there is 
one thing most Members in this body 
have agreed on, it is that we should at
tack crime and try to divert as many 
at-risk youth away from crime. So I do 
not understand the logic, assuming 
that what the gentleman says in ad
dressing the Congress here is unprece
dented and is an illegal attack-assum
ing that to be the case, I do not under
stand the logic of cutting the police de
partment and youth agencies to retali
ate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 2492. 

You know that it wasn't so long ago 
that !-and thousands of others-par
ticipated in nonviolent demonstrations 
throughout the South. Like the state
hood activists here in Washington, we 
were engaged in a struggle for civil 
rights. 

We were beaten, arrested, and sent to 
jail-numerous times. We took our 
punishment. The punishment was doled 
out to those of us who had engaged in 
nonviolent protest-not to the State of 
Alabama or the State of Mississippi or 
the people of Selma or the people of 
Jackson. 

When I arrived at my office this 
morning, I was shocked to see this 
"Dear Colleague" from Congressman 
ROHRABACHER. It appears that he is not 
content with denying the people of the 
District of Columbia representation. 
He wants to deny the District of Co
lumbia some of its Federal payment. 
He wants to punish the people of the 
District of Columbia for the nonviolent 
protests in which some of them have 
been involved. 

I say to Mr. ROHRABACHER, "Isn't it 
enough that the citizens of the District 
of Columbia have taxation without rep
resentation? Isn't it enough that their 
vote does not count as much as yours, 
or mine?" 

I cannot sit idly by and watch you, 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, attempt to punish 
over 700,000 people who have done noth
ing wrong; 700,000 people who do not 
have a Representative who can vote 
against your proposal. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "yes" 
on H.R. 2492. 
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to the conference re-

port on D.C. appropriations. I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE]. 

Mr. Speaker, in this day when 72 percent of 
Americans oppose Federal funding of abortion 
it is unthinkable that this body should bring to 
the floor a bill that does not address this criti
cal issue. This conference report falls silent on 
this issue which almost guarantees abortion 
on demand. Why should abortion be so readily 
available? Since 1988 each D.C. appropria
tions bill has contained a provision that no 
Federal taxpayer funds may be used for abor
tion except to save the life of the mother. Let 
us send this bill back to conference until it 
contains this important language that prohibits 
the use of taxpayer funds for abortions. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my good friend from 
New York for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the D.C. appropriations 
conference report before us today radi
cally reverses current policy as it re
lates to taxpayer subsidized abortion, 
and, if passed, will force every taxpayer 
in both the District of Columbia and 
the 50 States and territories to pay for 
thousands of abortions each year in the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. Speaker, the harsh undeniable 
consequence of passing this legislation 
into law is that more children will be 
put at risk of suffering violent deaths 
from abortion. 

Sanitize it if you like, but abortion 
methods either rip the child apart with 
razar blade-tipped hoses connected to a 
suction device, a suction action more 
powerful than the force of 30 vacuum 
cleaners, or the child is destroyed with 
an injection of chemical poison. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems clear to me 
that this is child abuse. When a child is 
the third, fourth, fifth, or sixth month 
gestation or beyond is treated in such 
a inhumane way, what is it-it not the 
abuse of kids. 

Mr. Speaker, before the law in the 
District of Columbia was reformed in 
1989, thousands of abortions each year 
were paid for with taxpayer funds. 
Today that number, I am happy to say, 
is almost nil. 

Mr. Speaker, there have always been, 
I would submit, some ancillary benefits 
with regard to the abortion rate that is 
attributable to curbing abortion sub
sidies. The abortion rate has declined 
in the District of Columbia as well as 
the overall number of repeat abortions, 
which were very, very high, suggesting 
that if we do not provide this subsidy 
for the killing and the demise of these 
unborn children, more children will be 
protected from the abortionist's knife 
or from the abortionist's poison. 

Mr. Speaker, there are kids walking 
the streets of the District of Columbia 
today, perhaps enjoying the World Se
ries this week, perhaps playing soccer 
or football, who are here precisely be
cause this Congress did not provide the 
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wherewithal, the ways and means, to 
kill them. And that is the bottom line. 

I would say to my colleagues who ad
monish us to pass the report with ap
peals to home rule that I support home 
rule, but this is not and never has been 
an absolute. In those circumstances 
when we have the opportunity to en
hance and protect human lives, to pro
tect a baby from chemical poisoning or 
dismemberment, we ought to do it. As 
lawmakers I think we have a respon
sibility, a moral duty, if you will, to 
protect and enhance human life when
ever and wherever that is possible. 

Mr. Speaker, the argument has been 
advanced that Members would be reluc
tant to take actions that would affect 
their own States. Let the record show 
that I would like my home State of 
New Jersey to show respect in law for 
the sacredness of human life. If there 
was a way via legislation to protect 
children in New Jersy I would be first 
in line to secure that protection. As 
the Chairman knows, however, we face 
a myriad of obstacles, including our 
own State supreme court, that pre
cludes that. But my argument that I 
respectfully ask my colleagues to con
sider is that where we have the oppor
tunity to safeguard human life, we 
ought to embrace it. Adherence to 
home rule to prop up injustice is a 
weak and morally indefensible posi
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair would advise those 
Members controlling the debate time 
that the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. WALSH] has 13 minutes remaining 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DIXON] has 7 minutes remaining, and 
that the gentleman from California, 
under the rule, has the right to close 
debate. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the conference report 
on D.C. appropriations. Chairman 
DIXON has worked hard to craft a bill 
that deals sensibly with the Federal 
Government's responsibilities toward 
the District of Columbia. In addition, 
this bill restores to the D.C. govern
ment the authority to determine the 
use of local tax dollars. Indeed, let us 
not be fooled-this bill gives the Dis
trict the same choice all 50 States 
have-nothing more, nothing less. 

Mr. Speaker, basic health care for 
women includes a full range of repro
ductive health services. For far too 
long, we have condoned a two-tiered 
health care system that penalizes poor 
women. Today, we have an opportunity 
to allow the District government to
with its own funds-correct past in
equities and ensure that poor women in 
the District of Columbia receive the 
same health care as other women. 

For over a decade, regressive forces 
have not allowed the District of Colum-

bia to use their own, locally raised 
funds for abortions for poor women. 
This has deprived many women in the 
District of access to complete health 
care-and has jeopardized their health. 
It has also been an affront to the tax
payers of the District of Columbia. 

Some of my colleagues may recall 
past debates we have had-and won-on 
this issue. We know that this vote is 
about allowing the District to decide 
how to use its own locally raised 
funds-as New York, Washington, 
North Carolina, and many other States 
do. Today we should not allow ideologi
cally driven rhetoric to obscure the 
facts or distort reality. 

I urge my colleagues to continue to 
support allowing the District of Colum
bia to use its own funds as it sees fit, 
and to vote for the same position that 
has passed the House for the last 3 
years, including earlier this year. 

Vote "yes" on the conference report. 
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY). 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise be
cause this conference report does not 
contain the Hyde language. Had it con
tained the Hyde language, I would not 
be here speaking. That is why I am 
here. 

Mr. Speaker, I would remind all 
Members that just a few weeks ago we 
had a vote on the Hyde amendment and 
it passed overwhelmingly. So if you 
voted that way several weeks ago, you 
ought to vote the same way today, 
against this conference report. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21/2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the conference re
port. This report, and the spending 
contained in it, represents continued 
fiscal mismanagement by the District. 
Let us look at what has been said in 
the past. When Mayor Kelly was first 
elected she made strong statements 
that the District was going to take se
riously its huge financial problems. 
She made sweeping promises that her 
new administration was going to clean 
house-to sweep all of the problems out 
the door and usher in a new fiscally re
sponsible government. Well, for one 
reason or another, it has not happened. 
In fact, the fiscal situation is as bad as 
it ever has been. The District has 
turned its back on the fiscal crisis and 
continued business as usual. True, the 
Federal payment for the District has 
only climbed 1.8 percent over last 
year-less than the rate of inflation
but where are the sweeping changes? 
Where is the new fiscally responsible 
government we were all promised? 
Until this question is answered, I do 
not see how anyone can support this 
conference report. 

If the fiscal situation is not enough 
to make you vote against this con
ference report, I urge you to look at 

another problem. This legislation is si
lent on the use of taxpayers dollars for 
abortion in the District of Columbia. 
This silence basically means that the 
District is allowed to use either its own 
funds for Federal funds for abortions or 
Federal taxpayer dollars. Something 
should anci will be done to correct this 
problem. But there is a problem. 

Why can we not have ·a separate vote 
on the abortion issue? Why must we de
feat the entire conference report to get 
to this controversial issue? As I under
stand the situation, efforts were made 
to keep the abortion issue separate 
from the rest of the conference report. 
Obviously, the will of the House was 
not taken into consideration and a de
feat of the entire conference report is 
necessary to change this silence on the 
abortion issue . 

I urge all Members to vote against 
the conference report so that the con
troversial silence on the abortion issue 
can be addressed. It is important that 
no Federal funds, taxpayer dollars, go 
for the funding of abortion. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. PELOSI] . 
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me 
and for his leadership in bringing this 
appropriations bill for the District of 
Columbia to the floor. I commend him 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WALSH] for their bipartisan leadership 
and cooperation in presenting this vote 
to us today. 

Mr. Speaker, I do have one concern 
about the debate thus far. I had 
thought by the manner in which this 
bill was put together and with, frankly, 
the passage of the Hyde amendment a 
few weeks ago, which applies to Medic
aid funds, that we could have put this 
kind of debate behind us today. 

This debate on abortion does not 
have any role in the debate on the 
funding for the District of Columbia. I 
respect the beliefs and the thinking of 
my colleagues and respect the dif
ferences we have on this issue. I believe 
that this Congress has to resolve some 
of those issues. But this is not the 
place. 

Frankly, bringing it up now is a dis
service to the people of the District of 
Columbia, and it is a disservice to our 
colleagues by taxing the energy and 
the time of this body. 

I urge my colleagues to support home 
rule, to support this bill, which allows 
the District to use its own funds as it 
sees fit. 

I take pride in rising in association 
with this bill because my father 
chaired this committee. I believe in 
home rule. I hope our colleagues will, 
too. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 

the Federal payment is 24 percent of lo
cally generated revenue in the District 
budget. That is 20 percent of the budg
et, some $630 million this year. 

We worked out that formula. It is a 
fair formula. Now we are being asked 
to put $17 million extra into that for a 
law enforcement initiative. Well, shov
eling $17 million more into the District 
coffers for some sort of a law enforce
ment initiative at a time when govern
ment officials of the District of Colum
bia are intentionally breaking the law, 
trying to blockade the entrances to 
this building and to the streets that 
lead into this building and blockading 
the doorways to our office buildings, is 
absolutely ridiculous. 

I believe in the right to demonstrate. 
I believe in the right to speak. It is 
something I cherish. I am someone who 
believes in human rights and civil 
rights. But blockading buildings and 
blockading doorways is not the same as 
demonstrating. What are they dem
onstrating for? 

If those people want to have a vote, 
they do not need to pressure us for a 
vote. The Democratic Party controls 
this body. They control the House . If 
the Democrats want to give them a 
vote, they can have a vote without 
pressuring us into it. The Democrats 
do not want to give them a vote. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN). 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, this ap
propriation bill always brings great 
pain to me. Our culture is in serious 
trouble and, in particular, the District 
of Columbia is being torn apart by de
teriorating family structures, crime 
and pervasive violence. For 10 years , I 
offered the Dornan amendment to pro
tect the very life blood of the District 
of Columbia by defending abortion. I 
don' t want to see more children butch
ered in this city, particularly with pub
lic funds . I am not going to back off, 
especially when I know, that the vast 
majority of the African-American cler
gy in this country, probably 85 to 90 
percent, are opposed to speaking out 
against abortion. In fact , 73 percent of 
all African-Americans favor restric
tions on abortion , so it is certainly no 
stretch to think that the clergy is even 
more pro-life. So I ask my colleagues 
to stand with me and the majority of 
African-Americans to stop funding 
abortions in the District of Columbia. 
It is a pity that we go through this hor
rible charade here every year where 
pro-abortion elitists want to use public 
money to kill black babies in the 
womb. Enough. In this city more ba
bies are aborted than born every year. 
This has to stop. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr . DORNAN. No , NANCY, I will not 
yield, because you think you know 
more than the Pope and Mother Teresa 

on the issue of life. Not this time, from 
a father of five to a mother of five you 
think you know more than the Pope 
and Mother Teresa. Tell me how you 
know more than Mother Teresa about 
death in the womb? 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, my ques
tion to the gentleman is, was he telling 
the body that 85 percent of the black 
clergy in the country has written to 
him on this subject? 

Mr. DORNAN. No, but I assert 85 per
cent of African-American clergy is eas
ily pro-life. Absolutely. 

Ms. PELOSI. I do not think this dis
cussion is appropriate on this bill, but 
on what do you base those statistics, 
sir? 

Mr. DORNAN. Do you want me to 
send statistics on African-American at
titudes on abortion to your office? You 
are now on my mailing list. Every time 
I send you a poll on black clergymen 
across this country, I hope you feel 
some pain of conscience. 

Ms. PELOSI. So this is anecdotal? 
Mr. DORNAN. No, it is not anecdotal. 

The polls tell the story. This debate 
tells us another story. It tells us that 
an elitist form of thinking in this 
country says it is ok that more black 
babies in the District of Columbia are 
killed in their mothers' wombs than 
are born. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the rest of my 
time to the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. PELOSI] who knows more than 
Mother Teresa about life. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

In conclusion, I would just remind 
the Members that abortion is an issue 
on this bill. There are others. One is 
the $17 million over and above the for
mula funds for the District of Colum
bia, additional funds that other States 
and cities are now receiving. 

Second, the commitment that we 
made to the District of Columbia and 
to the Retired Federal Employees Pen
sion Fund that we would give them $52 
million a year every year through our 
appropriations process. Under this ar
rangement, they will only receive $50 
million this year. That is the first 
chink in the armor of commitment. 

I am afraid that commitment will 
suffer over the long term and everyone 
agrees that that pension fund is woe
fully underfunded. We cannot be fid
dling around with that money. That is 
a commitment. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your pa
tience and judiciousness . 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
t leman from California [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this 
bill. 

Please, my colleagues, stop micro
managing the people of Washington, 
DC. How would Members like it if we 
did the same thing back in their dis
tricts? Pass this bill. It is a good bill. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, it is both 
outrageous and heartbreaking to hear 
Members get up on the floor of the 
House and rationalize denying democ
racy to the District of Columbia on the 
basis of the Constitution of the United 
States. If that were ever true, this line 
of argument ceased having any credi
bility 20 years ago when this Congress 
delegated the responsibility of self-gov
ernment to the District. Every time we 
make ourselves an exception to the 
Home Rule Act that we ourselves en
acted, we violate the most cherished 
principles of this country. 

My colleagues, this is not an abor
tion vote. The District has not indi
ca ted that it would spend one red cent 
of this money for abortion. Given its 
very serious financial condition, the 
District is very unlikely to do so. As it 
is, the District cannot use Medicaid 
funding for abortion, the only available 
funds for this purpose. Do not read 
more into this vote than is there. This 
vote is about providing funds, criti
cally needed funds to the residents of 
the District of Columbia. 

I particularly ask Members to reject 
the mean-spirited attempt to punish 
600,000 residents because of the actions 
of a few who protested the absence of 
full democracy in the District of Co
lumbia. I must object in the strongest 
terms to the argument that appropria
tions by this body should be voted on 
the basis of punishment by association. 

It is nonsense to impute the actions 
of the protestors to District residents 
by making them pay the price through 
the Federal payment. District resi
dents have not voted for the protests. I 
ask my colleagues not to compound the 
existing deficit in democracy in the 
District by assigning to its innocent 
residents responsibility for demonstra
tions in which the overwhelming ma
jority have no say and took no part. It 
would be extremely unfair to defeat or 
deduct any part of what the Federal 
Government owes District residents be
cause of the protests of a small num
ber. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not recall the use 
of punishment by denial of appropria
tions even at the height of civil rights 
demonstrations in the South. Southern 
jurisdictions and their police came at 
demonstrators with a fury-often with 
violent retaliation and certainly with 
arrests-but the Southern governments 
did not attribute to the black part of 
town actions of those who sat-in down
town. The responses of Southern 
States, cities and towns were oft en 
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cruel, illegal and unconstitutional, but 
they were aimed at those who did the 
deed, at the protestors themselves, not 
at others who may have looked like the 
protestors or come from the same place 
as the protestors or claimed to rep
resent the protestors. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER does not stop with 
imputing the actions of some to all. He 
actually objects that the corporation 
counsel has chosen to drop the charges 
rather than engage in the show trials 
some of the protestors have said that 
they want. The U.S. attorney, of 
course, is still free to prosecute. How 
can Mr. ROHRABACHER complain that 
the corporation counsel's office has 
reached an agreement with the 
protestors that they will stop activi
ties that violate District law. Give me 
a break. This is hardly complicity by 
the government. On its face, it is the 
opposite. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER now complains 
that the protesters will block congres
sional offices in order to get trials by 
the U.S. attorney. However, the pro
testers have never attempted to inter
fere with Congress but have always 
carried out their actions nonviolently, 
and considerately. They have remained 
in an illegal spot only long enough to 
be arrested. In that spirit, I am certain 
they have no intention to block our of
fice doors as Mr. ROHRABACHER has 
said, or to keep Congress from carrying 
out its business. 

Even if you oppose the demonstra
tions, however, the remedy of denying 
part of the Federal payment to District 
residents is totally disproportionate. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER is plainly wrong that 
the District is receiving $17 million 
more than the amount to which it is 
entitled. A laborious audit by inde
pendent auditors and the GAO shows 
that the amount Mr. ROHRABACHER 
claims to be due, seriously short 
changes the District. Unfortunately, 
the audit and GAO accounting were not 
completed before the appropriations 
hearings. After what Members have 
seen of the tragic crimes in the Dis
trict during this year, surely the Con
gress does not propose to remove $17 
million that was appropriated to fight 
crime and keep kids alive and out of 
trouble. 

Mr. Speaker, the protesters in the 
District have acted in the tradition of 
Ghandi and King. This body has hon
ored Martin Luther King, Jr., with a 
national commemorative day in his 
name for doing precisely what the Dis
trict protesters have done. King sat-in 
because African-Americans did not 
enjoy full democracy. He then took his 
punishment. The District protesters, 
who have their local laws and local 
budget decided by this body, have pro
tested because District residents do not 
enjoy full democracy. They too have 
taken their punishment. We cannot 
buy into the hypocrisy of historically 
celebrating Southern protesters far 

from the Capital but taking offense 
when similar protests are brought here 
for similar reasons. 

I do not ask you to sanction the abor
tion protests or to agree with the pro
testers. I do ask you to affirm the ap
propriation of our own conference com
mittee. I ask you not to punish all of 
my constituents because you may not 
agree with a few of them. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the minority members of the commit
tee, and the ranking member, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH] in 
particular. Notwithstanding our deep 
philosophical differences on the issue 
of abortion, we have worked in a very 
cooperative fashion. 

Mr. Speaker, there are three things 
that cannot be disputed on this bill, 
and I would ask that Members adopt 
the conference report. One, it is within 
the 602(b) allocation; two, the Hyde 
amendment does apply to the District, 
notwithstanding what the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY] said earlier. 
Federal Medicaid funds cannot be used 
by the District for abortions except 
within the parameters of the Hyde lan
guage. And three, this bill treats the 
District the same as the 50 States are 
treated with respect to abortion fund
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask for an aye vote on 
the conference report. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
very strong support of H.R. 2492, the District 
of Columbia appropriations conference report 
for fiscal year 1994. I would like to commend 
the conferees and their staffs for their hard 
work and diligence in bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

I especially want to express my gratitude for 
the efforts of JULIAN DIXON, a dedicated sup
porter of home rule. Throughout consideration 
of the budget for the District of Columbia, he 
has resisted attempts to load the bill with leg
islative matters that have no place in the ap
propriations bill. 

I urge my colleagues to support this con
ference report. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in reluc
tant opposition of the conference report on 
H.R. 2492, the District of Columbia Appropria
tions Act for fiscal year 1994. 

I want to first commend the efforts of the 
subcommittee chairman, Mr. DIXON of Califor
nia, and the ranking minority member, Mr. 
WALSH of New York. They did a fine job in 
bringing to the House a conference report that 
meets the Federal responsibilities concerning 
the Federal formula payment and the Federal 
contribution to the retirement funds for teach
ers, police, firefighters and judges. 

The budget authority in the bill is $12 million 
over the current year funding, $5 million under 
the President's request and it complies with 
the House 602 B allocation. Contained within 
the $700 million is the Federal payment of 
$630.6 million. However, the House language 
prevailed in conference which would delay the 
obligation and expenditure of $2 million of the 
$52 million for the Federal contribution to the 

retirement fund until September 30, 1994 and 
October 1 , 1994 respectively. The House Re
publican members of the subcommittee ob
jected to this delay in obligation because the 
retirement fund is already seriously under
funded. 

It was heartening to see a sincere effort this 
year to streamline the District government pro
grams, the Mayor and council made difficult 
but needed cuts. However, the same restraint 
was not used in allocating Federal funds. In 
addition to the Federal formula payment of 
$630 million an additional $17 million was pro
vided for the mayor's youth and crime initia
tive. Republican members of the committee 
found this objectio~able. Although the $17 mil
lion fell within the caps, it was felt that this 
program should have been funded from within 
the Federal payment. 

The most objectionable issue for this mem
ber is the absence of any restrictions on use 
of funds to perform abortions. The language 
included in the current law was omitted by 
both the House and the Senate. 

For all of these reasons, I am opposed to 
the conference report in its present form. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
support the language in the conference report 
making permanent the authority of the District 
of Columbia over Group Hospitalization and 
Medical Services, Inc., hereinafter "GHMSI". It 
incorporates H.R. 2716, which I introduced 
earlier this session. 

In 1939, when Congress first granted the 
charter to GHMSI's predecessor, Group Hos
pitalization, Inc., it did not foresee the severe 
impact that an exemption from most D.C. in
surance laws and regulations would have on 
this insurer. Fifty years later, imprudent busi
ness practices and fiscal irresponsibility car
ried out by GHMSI officers began to jeopard
ize its solvency and the security of its policy
holders. 

The District of Columbia's superintendent of 
insurance testified during last year's congres
sional investigation hearings that GHMSI was 
beyond, the scope of most of his authority. He 
cannot, for example, require GHMSI to submit 
to an outside auditor's review or one by is own 
examiner. He is also unable to apply the Dis
trict's insurance solvency standards on the 
GHMSI plan. 

The amendment to the charter included in 
the conference report before us today perma
nently establishes the District of Columbia as 
the legal domicile of GHMSI and ensures its 
regulation in accordance with the laws and 
regulations of the District of Columbia. The 
amendment simply extends legislation adopted 
in the 1993 D.C. appropriations bill. 

Mr. Speaker, as we launch into the daunting 
task to reform our Nation's health care sys
tem, let us make sure that we close windows 
of opportunity through which unscrupulous in
surers and providers can and have violated 
the trust of millions of Americans. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the con
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I object to 

the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 206, nays 
224, not voting 3, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown <OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Darden 
DeFazio 
DeLaura 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
English (AZ) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 

Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 

[Roll No. 518) 

YEA8-206 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Kolbe 
Kopetskl 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Molinari 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Obey 

NAYS-224 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 

Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Saba 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 

Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 

Engel 

Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
LaRocco 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 

NOT VOTING-3 
Neal (NC) 
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Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Santorum 

Mr. BARLOW changed his vote from 
" yea" to "nay." 

Mr. SISISKY changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the conference report was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
FURTHER APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON H.R. 

2492, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS AND RESCISSIONS ACT, 1993 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak
er's table the bill-H.R. 2492-making 
appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac-

tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1994, and for other purposes, and insist 
on the disagreement to all Senate 
amendments and request a further con
ference with the Senate thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia. The Chair hears none and, without 
objection, appoints the following con
ferees: Messrs. DIXON, STOKES, and 
DURBIN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SKAGGS, Ms. 
PELOSI, and Messrs. NATCHER, WALSH, 
ISTOOK, BONILLA, and MCDADE. 

There was no objection. 
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2862 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to have my 
name removed from cosponsorship of 
H.R. 2862. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1627 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to remove my 
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 1627. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME) . Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

H.R. 2519---CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON DEPARTMENTS OF COM
MERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE, 
THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1994 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the order of the House of Tues
day, October 19, 1993, the unfinished 
business is consideration of Senate 
amendment number 147 to the bill 
(H.R. 2519) making appropriations for 
the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the remaining amendments 
in disagreement on H.R. 2519, the De
partments of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1994: 
Amendment Nos.: 147, 148, 171, 174, and 
175. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Iowa? 
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There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO INSERT IN THE RECORD SUM
MARY OF TABLES SHOWING COMPARABLE CON
FERENCE ACTIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1993 AND 1994 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask . unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to insert a summary of ta
bles showing by department and agen
cies the conference action compared to 
the amounts provided for fiscal year 
1993, the budget estimates for 1994, and 
the amounts contained in the House 
and Senate bills. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro · tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the first amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 147; page 59, after 
line 24, insert: 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary to meet annual obligations of 
membership in international multilateral or
ganizations, pursuant to treaties ratified 
pursuant to the advice and consent of the 
Senate, conventions or specific Acts of Con
gress, $904,926,000, of which not to exceed 
$44,041,000 is available to pay arrearages, the 
payment of which shall be directed toward 
special activities that are mutually agreed 
upon by the United States and the respective 
international organization: Provided, That 
none of the funds appropriated in this para
graph shall be available for arrearage 1'3-Y
ments to the United Nations until the Sec
retary of State certifies to the Congress that 
the United Nations has established an inde
pendent office of audits and inspections with 
responsibilities and powers substantially 
similar to offices of Inspectors General au
thorized by the Inspector General Act of 1978, 
as amended or that the United Nations has 
established a mechanism process, or office-

(1) to conduct and supervise audits and in
vestigations of United Nations operations; 

(2) to provide leadership and coordination, 
and to recommend policies, for activities de
signed-

(A) to promote economy, efficiency, and ef
fectiveness in the administration of, and 

(B) to prevent and detect fraud and abuse 
in, 
such operations, and 

(3) to provide a means for keeping the Sec
retary-Generally fully and currently in
formed about problems and deficiencies re
lating to the administration of such oper
ations and the necessity for and progress of 
corrective action: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of State, acting through the Unit
ed States Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations, may propose that the Sec
retary-General of the United Nations estab
lish an advisory committee to assist in the 
creation within the United Nations of such 
mechanism, process, or office: Provided fur
ther, That an advisory committee established 
consistent with the proceeding proviso 
should be comprised of the permanent rep
resentatives to the United Nations from 15 
countries having a commitment or interest 
in budgetary and management reform of the 
United Nations, including a wide range of 

contributing countries and developing coun
tries representing the various regional 
groupings of countries in the United Nations: 
Provided further, That such advisory commit
tee should evaluate and make recommenda
tions regarding the efforts of the United Na
tions and its specialized agencies-

(i) to establish a system of cost-based ac
counting; 

(ii) to continue the practice of conducting 
internal audits; 

(iii) to remedy any irregularities found by 
such audits; and 

(iv) to make arrangements for regular, 
independent audits of United Nations oper
ations: Provided further, That it is the sense 
of the Congress that even tougher measures 
to achieve reform should be put in place in 
the event that the withholding of arrearages 
does not achieve necessary reform in the 
United Nations: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph 
shall be available for a United States con
tribution to an international organization 
for the United States share of interest costs 
made known to the United States Govern
ment by such organization for loans incurred 
on or after October 1, 1984, through external 
borrowings. 

POLICY ON THE REMOVAL OF RUSSIAN ARMED 
FORCES FROM THE BALTIC STATES 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds thatr--
(1) the armed forces of the former Soviet 

Union currently under control of the Russian 
Federation, continue to be deployed on the 
territory of the sovereign and independent 
Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua- . 
nia against the wishes of the Baltic peoples 
and their governments; 

(2) the stationing of military forces on the 
territory of another sovereign state against 
the will of that state is contrary to inter
national law; 

(3) the presence of Russian military forces 
in the Baltic States may present a desta
bilizing effect on the governments of these 
states; 

(4) the governments of Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania have demanded that the Russian 
Federation remove such forces from their 
territories; 

(5) Article 15 of the July 1992 Helsinki 
Summit Declaration of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe specifi
cally calls for the conclusion, without delay, 
of appropriate bilateral agreements, includ
ing timetables for the "early, orderly and 
complete withdrawal of such foreign troops 
from the territories of the Baltic States"; 

(6) the United States is aware of the dif
ficulties facing the Russian Federation in re
settling Russian soldiers and their families 
in Russia, and that the lack of housing is a 
factor in the expeditious removal of Russian 
troops; 

(7) the United States is committed to pro
viding assistance to the Russian Federation 
for construction of housing and job retrain
ing for returning troops in an attempt to 
help alleviate this burden; and 

(8) the United States is encouraged by the 
progress achieved thus far in removal of such 
troops, and welcomes the agreement reached 
between the Russian Federation and Lithua
nia establishing the August 1993 deadline for 
troop removal. 

(b) POLICY.-The Congress calls upon the 
Government of the Russian Federation to 
continue to remove its troops from the inde
pendent Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania through a firm, expeditious, and 
conscientiously observed schedule. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF IOWA 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 147, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend
ment, insert: 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO I~TERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary to meet annual obligations of 
membership in international multilateral or
ganizations, pursuant to treaties ratified 
pursuant to the advice and consent of the 
Senate, conventions or specific Acts of Con
gress, $860,885,000: Provided, That any pay
ment of arrearages made from these funds 
shall be directed toward special activities 
that are mutually agreed upon by the United 
States and the respective international orga
nization: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated in this paragraph for the as
sessed contribution of the United States to 
the United Nations, ten percent of said as
sessment shall be available for obligation 
only upon a certification to the Congress by 
the Secretary of State that the United Na
tions has established an independent office 
with responsibilities and powers substan
tially similar to offices of Inspectors General 
authorized by the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph 
shall be available for a United States con
tribution to an international organization 
for the United States share of interest costs 
made known to the United States Govern
ment by such organization for loans incurred 
on or after October 1, 1984, through external 
borrowings. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]. 

0 1210 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, this is the amendment 

now that funds the general budget of 
the United Nations. I rise in strong 
support of the motion offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH], and 
I will tell you why. 

This bill is $52 million below the 1993 
account. It is $97.7 million below the 
request. It is $44 million below the Sen
ate level and it is $27.7 million below 
what our subcommittee had rec
ommended to the full House before it 
was stricken on a point of order, so 
this number is the lowest possible 
number that we could possibly derive 
out of these proceedings here today. 

This amendment funds our contribu
tions not only to the United Nations, 
but also to all the other international 
organizations that we provide money 
for; for example, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency; but Mr. Speak
er, more important in my judgment 
than a dollar figure in this bill is the 
fact that for the first time today if we 
pass this amendment we are reforming 
the United Nations. 
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How? Because in this bill we with

hold 10 percent of the contributions to 
the United Nations until they certify 
that they have an independent inspec
tor general to weed out waste, fraud, 
abuse, and report it to the Secretary 
General and assumably to the member 
nations, such as the United States. 

As the Speaker knows, we fund 25 
percent of the general budget of the 
United Nations. Many of us think that 
is too high a figure and would like to 
see it reduced, and I would hope that 
the authorizing committee would take 
that up. 

Germany pays 8 percent. Japan pays 
12 percent, and that is just not right. 

This 1946-set figure may have been 
realistic in that day, but it is certainly 
not realistic today. 

So this provision, put in at the con
ference level at the request of the 
House conferees, withholds 10 percent 
of our U.N. contribution until they cer
tify they have an inspector general. 

Now, 2 weeks ago, 420 Members of 
this body voted to instruct our con
ferees to put a provision in the con
ference report withholding this funding 
until the United Nations establishes an 
inspector general. We have that provi
sion in this bill, so you have a chance 
to vote again now on the actual provi
sion that you instructed us to put in 
the bill 2 weeks ago, and I would hope 
that you would follow up on this mo
tion. 

So if you want U.N. reform, Mr. 
Speaker, you want to go for this con
ference report if this provision should 
come to a vote. 

Now, some people have said, "Well, 
what's the problem? What kind of 
waste or mismanagement is there in 
the United Nations that needs this at
tention?" 

I would just point out that for sev
eral decades we have been trying in the 
U.S. Government, both the executive 
and the legislative branches, to force 
the United Nations to appoint some 
sort of inspector general to police its 
own actions. All to no avail. 

Right now, Mr. Speaker, the United 
Nations is involved in 18 peacekeeping 
missions around the world. Do you 
know how many of the 14,000 employees 
in the U.N. headquarters is in the com
mand and control of some 90,000 troops 
around the world in 18 different peace
keeping missions? Thirty, Mr. Speaker, 
30 and only 9 of those are military type 
people. 

You wonder why these so-called 
peacekeeping missions around the 
world are going awry and leaderless, it 
is because the United Nations spends 
all their money on bureaucrats, not in
volved in the peacekeeping mission, 
only 30 they have assigned to these 
90,000 troops around the world. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am for the Unit
ed Nations. I do not want to give the 
idea that this is a "Bash the U.N. 
Day," but I think we are entitled as 

the one-fourth sponsor of this group to 
have some kind of accountability back 
to this body about how our tax dollars 
are being spent. 

I would point out to you that it is up
ward of $300 million every year just for 
the general account of the United Na
tions. 

Richard Thornburgh who was our 
former Attorney General and then 
went to the United Nations as a Deputy 
and came back and filed a very lengthy 
volume, his report on the shortcomings 
in bookkeeping and accounting at the 
United Nations. I commend that read
ing to you. 

It is no wonder that he found: 
Too many deadwood employees doing too 

little work and too few staff members doing 
too much. 

In the words of some employees of 
the United Nations that were quoted in 
the Chicago Tribune lately: 

The United Nations has become a reposi
tory for guys who want to go to cocktail par
ties in Geneva to celebrate somebody's na
tional day. 

According to an Arab officer of the 
U.N. Agency in Somalia: 

We are not doing anything here. It is just 
bureaucracy. 

A University of Chicago professor 
who has extensively studied the United 
Nations told a U.S. panel recently: 

Hiring for U.N. offices was rather like pa
tronage in the old Chicago Streets and Sani
tation Department. That Streets and Sanita
tion Department actually picked up garbage, 
while the United Nations only complains 
about it. 

The United Nations gives very lavish 
benefits and salaries to their employ
ees. Salaries are guaranteed at rates 15 
to 20 percent higher than the highest 
comparable private sector salaries, and 
by the way, those salaries are tax free, 
Mr. Speaker. They have guaranteed 
cost-of-living increases. They get pay
ments to cover up to 75 percent of all 
education costs of their children, in
cluding college. 

No wonder people from Third World 
countries around the world almost kill 
to get these jobs in New York at the 
United Nations. They make more than 
the national leaders back in their home 
countries and have much more benefits 
in most cases. 

There are numerous reports of spe
cial financial arrangements, Mr. 
Speaker, given to U.N. officials who 
have been removed from their jobs or 
retirees. For example, two very high
ranking bureaucrats recently were 
given lucrative consulting contracts 
after their jobs were eliminated. One 
now earns $18,000 a month, Mr. Speak
er, double his former salary from which 
he was fired at the United Nations. 

One U.N. official was quoted in the 
Washington Post as saying: 

United Nations rules on consultants' pay
ments are violated all over the place. The 
latest cases are just the tip of the iceberg. 

Other examples: Recent suspension of 
eight high-ranking U.N. peacekeeping 

procurement officers on charges of pro
curement fraud. 

D 1220 
All attempts so far to get the United 

Nations to launch real reform, Mr. 
Speaker, have fallen on deaf ears. I 
think it is time that we seize control of 
this thing. It is the only choice left to 
us. 

Some time back we, the Congress, in
stalled a 25-percent cap on the share 
the United States gives to the United 
Nations. We did that unilaterally. 
There is no reason why we should not 
also do this. So I ask that we include 
this amendment that 10 percent of all 
the funds that we contribute be with
held until it is certified to us that an 
inspector general has been appointed 
by the United Nations. 

Mr. Speaker, we do not call it an in
spector general. We call it an auditing 
officer, but the auditing officer has the 
same powers and responsibilities as the 
inspector generals in our departments 
of the U.S. Government have-nothing 
less, nothing more. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask approval of this 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH], and I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, former Attorney Gen
eral Thornburgh went to work for the 
United Nations, and he made a rec
ommendation earlier this year that the 
U~ited Nations establish an inspector 
general. Ambassador Albright, as soon 
as she arrived there, said she agreed 
with that. We are all in agreement 
with the United Nations having an in
spector general. 

What I want to warn the Members 
about, though, is this: There are dif
ferent definitions of "inspector gen
eral." Some inspector generals that we 
have in the departments of this Gov
ernment represent waste themselves. 
They have entirely too big a bureauc
racy, two or three times the number of 
people they ought to have to do the job 
that they are expected to do. Many of 
them are merely auditing the books, 
all the books in the department that 
have already been audited. Instead of 
that, what they are supposed to do is 
investigate, find out what may be 
wrong, and report to the top manage
ment. In this case, that would be the 
members of the Security Council, as 
well as the Secretary General of the 
United Nations. 

That is what we want them to do. We 
do not want this to be an excuse, 
though. When we demand that they 
have an inspector general, we do not 
want this to be an excuse for them to 
build up a bureaucracy and have waste 
like we have in some of our depart
ments. 

We are all in agreement. The United 
Nations needs an inspector general 
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that would do what they need to have 
done, and this would help our people at 
the United Nations to impress upon 
other members of the United Nations 
that we need to get on with this busi
ness and appoint an inspector general. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I was listening very in
tently to what the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] just said, and I 
hope my colleagues were paying atten
tion as well. 

Seventy-five percent of the expenses 
of some of the U.N. employees' chil
dren's colleges are being paid for by the 
United Nations. I do not know how 
many of our colleagues here have our 
Government's and our taxpayers' dol
lars paying for 75 percent of our college 
education. Yet our tax dollars are 
going over there to do just that. 

There are 179 or 180 countries in the 
United Nations, and we are paying 25 
percent of the costs. Imagine that, that 
is 25 percent of the cost, and it makes 
no sense. They are getting us into 
proqlems all around the world. I just 
found out that in 1987 there were under 
10,000 U.N. peacekeepers around the 
world, and now they have 90,000. 

This administration has been going 
along with this, and our U.N. Ambas
sador has gotten us into places like 
Rwanda, Macedonia, Somalia, and else
where, and we are all going along with 
it and we are still paying the freight. 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS] just raised issue after issue 
after issue where there is a waste of 
funds, theft of funds, and an excessive 
use of funds. And we are going to do 
what? We are going to withhold 10 per
cent. 

I think we should make a real slash 
in our U.N. commitment until they 
change this thing, until they quit mak- · 
ing these crazy decisions. We as a na
tion should not be allowing our young 
people to be subservient to U.N. com
mand and to go to these ·places 
throughout the world. 

We just saw 18 young men killed last 
week in Somalia. They were under a 
U.N. commander. That is a mistake. I 
understand that in Macedonia we have 
300 American young people who are 
under a Danish commander. He may be 
very competent, but a lot of people in 
this country would question whether or 
not we ought to have 300 young Amer
ican fighting men or women under a 
foreign commander of Danish descent. 

So I would just like to say to my col
leagues that the $861 million that we 
are talking about appropriating, 25 per
cent of all the money going to the 
United Nations, with much of it being 
wasted or squandered or stolen, should 
not go there, that we should not send 
it, and instead we should send a very 
strong signal. 

So I say to my colleagues on the 
floor here today, let us· go back to the 
drawing boards on this. Instead of just 
withholding 10 percent, let us cut. Let 
us cut maybe 25 percent. That would 
send a strong signal for them to clean 
up their act. 

Urging them to get an inspector gen
eral is fine, and I congratulate the gen
tleman for moving in that direction, 
but once we control the pocketbook 
and control their money, they start 
paying attention. If we would cut, let 
us say, a couple of hundred million dol
lars out of this, which would be ap
plauded by the American taxpayers, 
the people at the United Nations would 
really get the message. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me just 
continue for a few seconds, and then I 
will be happy to yield to my colleague . . 

I also understand that they have 
many employees over there. Did the 
gentleman tell me how many employ
ees they had just a minute ago? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, 14,000. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. All right, 

14,000 employees. And the gentleman 
said that only about 30 of them were 
involved in peacekeeping, yet we are 
providing $401 million or $402 million 
for the peacekeeping effort, and out of 
14,000 employees they assign 30 people. 
That is totally inadequate. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr .. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
my colleague, the gentleman from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to correct the number the gen
tleman had earlier mentioned. The 
amount in this bill for the United Na
tions general budget contribution itself 
is $291 million. The $860.9 million figure 
includes many other international or
ganizations like the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, and so forth. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I see. The 
U.N. number is $291 million, and you 
are going to withhold how much? 

Mr. ROGERS. Ten percent. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Ten per

cent. If it is $291 million and we are 
paying 25 percent of the total cost, let 
us just cut it by $50 million to send a 
signal. If we want them to clean up 
their act over there, the easiest way to 
do it is to hold funds back or cut them· 
off. 

Can you imagine this? I hope the 
American people are paying attention 
to this debate. Some of those people 
are getting 75 percent of their chil
dren's college education paid for with 
money coming out of the United Na
tions, and we are providing 25 percent 
of those funds. That is crazy. There are 
179 countries that are represented at 
the United Nations, and we are paying 
one-fourth? Give me a break. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to mention to the gen
tleman that for 4 years in the 80's, we 
withheld one quarter of our assessment 
each year so that we were appropria t
ing in the last quarter of the calendar 
year for which the assessment was due 
instead of appropriating the funds in 

. the calendar year before the payments 
was due. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. How much? 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. That was done in 

order to get them to do some things 
that we wanted them to do. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The time of the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, our 
committee was in full support of that 
process it was the Reagan administra
tion at the time. Four years the admin
istration decided that we ought to 
start paying these arrearages on the 
basis of 20 percent a year for 5 years. 
The amount we were supposed to pay 
in this year was $97 million on arrear
ages. We do not have those funds in 
this bill. So what I am telling the gen
tleman is that we have cut $97 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman from Iowa. 
But let me just say that evidently no
body at the United Nations, neither 
Mr. Boutros Boutros-Ghali or anybody 
else over there, is getting the message, 
because if they are getting fringe bene
fits to the degree I just heard from the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROG
ERS], somebody over there is not listen
ing. They should not be getting our 
American tax dollars to pay for their 
kids' college educations in the first 
place, let alone 75 percent. 

In addition to that, the gentleman 
told us that these people who have 
been fired would then come back with 
lucrative contracts that are worth 
more than double their previous pay. 
What is going on over there? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, if 
they do not get the $79 million, the 
United Nations is going to get themes
sage because they are depending on it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I will object to this motion to con
cur because I think the message should 
be stronger, I think the message should 
be louder, and I think the American 
people would agree to that after what 
we heard today. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman might be interpreted as ob
jecting because we did not put the $97 
million in. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I do not think anybody who has 
heard this debate will misundertand 
my intention. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I will wrap up in a very 
brief statement here. I appreciate the 
concerns of the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. BURTON] and all of the others 
who are similarly concerned. That is 
the same motivation that moved us to 
not only put this 10 percent withhold
ing in this bill until the United Nations 
appoints that inspector general to root 
out the kinds of things that .we are 
talking about. Not only is that 10 per
cent in there, but let me point out 
again, they requested $97.7 million 
more than we are giving in this bill. We 
are $44 million below the Senate level 
in the bill. We are $27.7 million below 
the figure that our subcommittee ear
lier had come up with and then was 
knocked out on a point of order on the 
floor. And we are $52 million below the 
1993 figure. 

So they are getting a pretty loud 
message, not just from the 10 percent 
withholding, but from the tremendous 
cuts that we are putting in the overall 
account. So if they do not get the mes
sage, Mr. Speaker, they are deaf, dumb, 
and blind. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, let me ask this question: Has there 
been any indication that the abuses the 
gentleman talked about just a few min
utes ago are being addressed? Has any
body over there indica ted they are 
going to change these policies? 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I would point out to the 
gentleman that Attorney General 
Thornburgh, who then became a deputy 
at the United Nations, in his report 
which formed the basis of my thinking 
about what should be done, says no, 
they have not yet. But we have not had 
a chance to act on that Thornburgh re
port until now. So if we adopt the 
chairman's position, you are adopting, 
number one, reform at the United na
tions; you are adopting the 10 percent 
withholding; you are adopting these 
big cuts in their funding from this 
year's level and everybody else's level. 
It is sending a giant message up there. 
If that does not work, then there will 
be further action. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield further, 
I appreciate what the gentleman is say
ing and appreciate his attempts and 
the attempts of the chairman to do 
this. But it seems to me if Mr. 
Thornburgh has reported that even 

though we have been withholding funds 
and are in arrearage that they con
tinue to do these things, even just the 
arrearages alone are the problem, then 
I think we ought to not just send a 
giant message, but maybe a ball bat 
with a nail in it. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, a 
yes vote on this means you really want 
to call to the attention of the United 
Nations that they had better move and 
put reform in place. A no vote means 
you are very satisfied with the ways 
things are going. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 422, nays 2, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 

[Roll No. 519] 

YEAS-422 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 

Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Ed.wards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 

Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks <NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall <TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
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D 1253 
So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
was unavoidably absent for rollcall vote No. 
519 on the motion to recede and concur in the 
amendment of the Senate regarding contribu
tions to international organizations. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "aye." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 148: Page 60, line 5, 
strike out " $422,499,000" and insert 
" $444,736,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF IOWA 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 148, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert " $401,607,000" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROG
ERS] seek time on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SMITH]? 

Mr. ROGERS. I seek time, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. ROGERS] will be recognized for 30 
minutes, and the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the last amendment 
dealt with the contribution to the gen
eral budget of the United Nations. This 
amendment deals with the contribu
tions we make to the United Nations 
for peacekeeping operations, so Mem
bers should listen up. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a most serious 
subject, because in the last 3 months 
our delegate in the United Nations 
from the United States has supported, 
and the Security Council has adopted, 

four brandnew peacekeeping missions 
somewhere around the world, including 
Rwanda and Liberia and others. The 
United Nations is engaged in 18 peace
keeping missions around the world 
with 90,000 troops, some 13,000 of whom 
are Americans, including Somalia. 
There are some 10 applications pending 
for more peacekeeping missions. 

Not only are we talking about the 
loss of American lives and blood, but 
also American money, because in the 
past we have been billed for 31.7 per
cent of the total U.N. peacekeeping 
budget. I would point out to the Mem
bers that is now amounting to over $1 
billion, just the American part. 

Mr. Speaker, there are just no con
trols that this body has on how much 
money we get obligated to pay to the 
United Nations without any decisions 
being made on our part. The United 
Nations votes to go to a peacekeeping 
mission and then they send us the bill, 
31.7 percent of it. What choice do we 
have in it? None. What checks do we 
have on making sure the right decision 
was made in the first place? None. 

Mr. Speaker, we have launched an 
initiative that was included in the 
statement of managers in this section 
of the bill that instructs the Secretary 
of State to notify the Congress 15 days 
in advance before our Ambassador in 
the United Nations votes for any new 
or expanded or changed peacekeeping 
missions. Had we had had this provi
sion before Somalia went bad, Mr. 
Speaker, we would have at least had 15 
days notice of the change of mission or 
the fact we were going there in the 
first place. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not seeking prior 
approval of the decision of whether or 
not our Ambassador votes for a peace
keeping mission. I doubt we can do 
that, but we can require that they no
tify us of their intent to seek a peace
keeping mission in the Security Coun
cil. Why? Because we have to budget 
for it, Mr. Speaker. We have to find the 
money for · it. Their requirement this 
year is about $1.3 billion. We are giving 
them $898 million less than the require
ment. It is $58.7 million below the 1993 
level. This is $21 million below the 
House-passed level. It is $43 million 
below the Senate-passed level. It is $43 
million less than the request. 

Mr. Speaker, we are sending a mes.., 
sage just by the dollar figure, but more 
importantly, Mr. Speaker, is this re
quirement that this administration 
give us notice 15 days before they seek 
a new peacekeeping mission in the 
United Nations. There is nothing ex
traordinary about that. It should have 
been done all along. 

No. 2, in the statement of managers 
we also say we want to cut our share of 
this peacekeeping assessment to 25 per
cent. It is now 31.7 percent. Until the 
first of the year it was 30.4 percent. 
They keep increasing it. 

We say no way. We cannot even pay 
the 25 percent, but we are going to say 

we are not going to pay more than 25 
percent, regardless, and we are cutting 
back down to the same level that we 
support the general budget of the Unit
ed Nations. 

D 1300 
No. 3, in this statement of managers 

we say we expect the administration to 
submit a report to the Congress on how 
they are going to improve their peace
making and peacekeeping policy in 
these missions around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we all support 
the United Nations. We understand the 
importance of alliances in battling the 
problems in the world. I do not think 
any of us want to throw away the im
pact of the United Nations or the other 
multilateral organizations. 

However, I think we have to realize 
that there are limitations on what the 
United Nations can do as a body, and 
we are going to have to realize that if 
we are going to pay the costs, and be 
the leader of these missions with blood, 
then the United States needs to have 
more impact in the decisions in the 
first place. So that is what these provi
sions attempt to do. 

The United Nations, Mr. Speaker, has 
14,000 employees at their headquarters. 
Do Members know how many of those 
14,000 employees are working on over
seeing these military peacekeeping 
missions around the world? Guess? 
Would you say a third, a fourth? I wish 
that were so. There are 30, 30 people in 
the United Nations headquarters over
seeing 18 peacekeeping missions around 
the world, Mr. Speaker, with 90,000 
troops, 25,000 of whom are American 
boys and girls. There are 30 people in 
command and control in New York 
City. Suppose you get in trouble some
where in one of these missions, half a 
day off timewise over there, and they 
call headquarters. Will they be open at 
12 midnight in New York City time or 
3 a.m.? I do not know. Will they be 
there on weekends? They have only got 
30 people to oversee all of these mis
sions. That is hardly enough to oversee 
a company of Rangers, let alone 90,000 
troops. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this language will 
at least give the Congress notice of any 
new peacekeeping missions that are 
planned. It will require the administra
tion to tell us what it is going to cost, 
how long we are to be there, and the 
goals of that mission. At least the ad
ministration must be forced to refine 
in their own minds and for planning 
purposes all of these i terns in advance 
before they vote to send our money and 
our blood onto these foreign shores. 

I do not think that is unreasonable, 
Mr. Speaker. In fact, I think it is ut
terly reasonable and necessary, and 
should be done, and should have been 
done a long time ago. 

So, I urge the adoption of the chair
man's motion. His motion cuts peace
keeping even below the House-passed 
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level, coupled with this very strong 
language. It puts the administration on 
notice that the Congress will not look 
kindly on future U.N. peacekeeping 
missions when it has not been con
sulted first, and we have not been con
sulted in these last four that have been 
voted in the United Nations by our del
egate there. 

So, I urge the adoption of this mo
tion, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield m·yself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been very con
cerned about the cost of peacekeeping, 
and also about the worth of peacekeep
ing for many years. 

We heard about UNIFIL. That was 
the peacekeeping force between Leb
anon and Israel. But we sent some in
vestigators over there several years 
ago, and they came back and said it 
had very little value. Since that t ime 
we have seen that it does not have 
much value because when the Israelis 
wanted to take a shortcut someplace, 
they just smashed down the gate and 
went through the middle . 

The United Nations has a problem. 
They say well, we will set up some 
peacekeeping operations and they say 
we took care of a problem. 

The value of these peacekeeping op
erations is very limited I think. The 
cost has been going up astronomically. 
I believe , if I remember correctly , 
about 10 years ago, the cost was about 
$65 million. 

Then in fiscal year 1993 the request 
was $753 million, but we appropriated 
$460 million. We gave them $293 million 
less than they requested. I think that 
sent a message that the United Nations 
needed to get serious, because there is 
not going to be the kind of money 
there, especially when it is going to 
come out of salaries and expenses of 
the State Department. There is a cap 
on how much you can spend for our 
international organizations and oper
ations. 

The United Nations has started look
ing into the rate at which we are pay
ing. The rates were established for the 
various nations in 1973. The assess
ments to the United Nations are deter
mined on the gross national product of 
the various countries. Obviously the 
gross national product has changed a 
great deal since 1973. 

Since 1973 our assessment for peace
keeping has been 30.4 percent. So in the 
fall of 1992, the administration at that 
time sought to cut it to the regular 
budget assessment of 25 percent. This 
effort was complicated by the breakup 
of the Soviet Union because those new 
Republics could not pay at the same 
rate. So instead of cutting the U.S. as
sessment back to 30.4 percent, our as
sessment went up to 31.7 percent . 

We have never paid the 31.7 percent. 
We were successful in securing a freeze 

at 30.4 percent, pending completion of a 
study which is now being made, and it 
will be presented to the United Nations 
during this session of the General As
sembly. 

Our representatives at the United 
Nations, and I was up there in the 
spring and talked to all five of the Am
bassadors and to some others, are de
termined when this study is completed 
to negotiate for a much lower rate. 
And that is what we should have done 
I think 3 or 4 years ago. They know 
that it is a serious problem and that 
any increase that we have in the as
sessments that are paid will have to 
come one way or another out of the 
salaries and expenses for the State De
partment. 

It is a serious matter, and I think 
they recognize it. 

In fiscal year 1993 the request for 
peacekeeping was $753 million, and we 
gave them $460 million. So we came up 
short last year $293 million. 

This year the request was for $619 
million, and we have included $401 mil
lion, which is $219 million less than 
they requested. Those figures should 
tell Members that we are serious about 
not paying this 30.4 percent, especially 
when it is going to come out of salaries 
and expenses and other funds that we 
need in this bill. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, did the gentleman say a while ago 
that about 10 years ago the amount of 
money expended for peacekeeping 
forces around the world by the United 
States through the United Nations was 
about $40 million. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It was $65 mil
lion. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I just want
ed to confirm that for my presentation. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. That is my mem
ory, and it has been going up substan
tially in the last several years. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. And it is too 
high I think, and they know that we 
are serious about it at the United Na
tions. And when Ambassador Albright 
was before us in the spring at the hear
ing, she indicated it was a concern. The 
administration is going to negotiate a 
better deal than we have now. They 
will have to or they will not have the 
money. 

0 1310 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes t o the gentlewoman from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE] the distinguished 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr . Speaker, as most of my col
leagues know, I serve as ranking Re-

publican on the Subcommittee on 
International Operations, which has ju
risdiction over the State Department 
and other foreign affairs agencies. 

I would like to congratulate the man
agers of this bill, the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] and the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] for their 
product. In general, the funding con
tained in this bill for the foreign affairs 
agencies is fiscally responsible and 
stays with House-passed authorization 
levels. I have been working for years to 
restrain budget growth in the foreign 
affairs agencies, and I am pleased that 
this appropriation accomplishes ex
actly that. This bill actually cuts fund
ing for the foreign affairs agencies over 
$350 million below the existing appro
priated level. 

I am pleased by the funding cuts and 
report language contained in this bill 
for the United Nations and for the 
international peacekeeping account. 
This bill places a badly needed brake 
on the runaway growth in U.N. peace
keeping activities. I added an amend
ment to the State Department author
ization addressing this problem, and I 
am grateful that the appropriations 
bill follows up on this issue . 

The appropriations conference report 
calls on the administration to report to 
Congress 15 days prior to approving 
any new peacekeeping missions. While 
the report language asks the adminis
tration to notify the Appropriations 
Committees, I would like to emphasize 
the importance of prior 15-day notifica
tion of the Foreign Affairs Committee 
as well. In the past 4 weeks and with
out any consultation with Congress, 
the administration approved three new 
nation-building peacekeeping oper
ations for Haiti, Rwanda, and Liberia. 
This was done though it was clear that 
appropriations were insufficient even 
to pay for" existing ·peacekeeping oper
ations. 

Today, there are 18 U.N. peacekeep
ing operations, 15 of which were estab
lished since 1990. In 1987, the United 
Nations spent $233 million on all of its 
international peacekeeping operations, 
compared to $3.8 billion budgeted for 
this function in 1993. The current fund
ing level does not even count the cost 
of the three new U.N. nation-building 
operations, which have an estimated 
cost of $253 million just for the first 6 
months. And if the proposed 50,000 
peacekeeping force for Bosnia were ap
proved, it would immediately double 
the U.N. peacekeeping budget to nearly 
$8 billion. 

Furthermore, until this year the 
United States was overbilled at a 30.4-
percent rate for all U.N. peacekeeping 
costs, compared to the 25 percent U.S. 
assessment level for the regular U.N. 
budget. But in January of this year, 
the United Nations unilaterally raised 
the U.S . peacekeeping assessment even 
further to 31.7 percent without any pro
t est by the new administration. There
port language in this conference report 
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calls for a moratorium on any new U.N. 
peacekeeping operations until the 
United Nations agrees to reduce the 
U.S. assessment to no more than 25 
percent. 

Today, the United Nations is placing 
a new emphasis on direct military 
intervention into internal conflicts. 
The dangers of what Ambassador Mad
eline Albright has termed assertive 
multilateralism were graphically dis
played in the back alleys of South 
Mogadishu and on the docks of Port
au-Prince. 

For the cost of this new form of U.N. 
interventionism is not just runaway 
spending, but the lives of American 
troops. I am extremely concerned that 
U.S. soldiers are increasingly being 
called not just to defend vi tal Amer
ican interests, but to advance nebulous 
U.N. nation-building goals. Just this 
weekend I attended the funeral in Lin
coln, ME, for M. Sgt. Gary Gordon, who 
was killed in action 2 weeks ago in So
malia. I regret that because of my con
gressional duties I was unable to at
tend a funeral earlier in the week of S. 
Sgt. Thomas Field of Lisbon, ME, who 
also lost his life in Somalia. Maine 
may be a small State, but patriotism 
runs strong and Mainers serve proudly 
in our Nation's Armed Forces. We must 
be sure that our own Government al
ways keeps its faith with these brave 
men and women. 

So again, I would like to congratu
late the Republican manager of this 
bill, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. ROGERS], for insisting on forceful 
action on this timely issue. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute additional to the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

Mr. Speaker, will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I thank the gen
tlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no quarrel with 
what the gentlewoman said except one 
thing: I think maybe the gentlewoman 
made an error when she said there was 
no protest against the 31.7 assessment 
rate. Both the last administration and 
this administration have refused to 
recognize that increase. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 

minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not agree with 
much of what my colleagues have said, 
and I think they are moving in the 
right direction. The fact of the matter 
is that in 1978 there were 10,000 U.N. 
peackeeping troops around the world. 
And now there are over 90,000. 

The gentlewoman just expressed her 
concern that it is expanding, we are 
going into nation-building in other 
parts of the world, and I agree with 

that. We are still going to be spending 
25 percent of the total U.N. budget for 
peacekeeping forces around the world. 
Why should we be doing that? I do not 
understand; I simply cannot under
stand why we are going to pick up 25 
percent of the freight when we are not 
25 percent of the world's land mass, we 
are not 25 percent of the world's popu
lation. Of the 90,000 troops in the field 
right now, over one-fourth of those are 
young American men and women. Why 
are we providing the lion's share of 
that? Why is, for instance, Japan pro
viding only 12.5 percent and Germany 
providing only 8.9 percent while we are 
assessed 31.7 percent? Even 25 percent 
is too much. 

It seems to me we ought to send a 
much stronger signal. I agree with the 
15 days' advance notice. I agree with a 
lot of the things that my colleagues 
have been talking about. But it seems 
to me we should not be sending $402 
million when just 10 years ago the 
total amount of spending for the U.N. 
peacekeeping efforts was $40 million. 

The U.S. participation is going to be 
10 times what it was 10 years ago for 
the whole world. It seems to me that 
$402 million is excessive. 

Mr. Speaker, we have severe budg
etary problems in this country. Every
body knows what the national debt is, 
what the deficit is, and what the inter
est on that debt is. Yet we are sending 
10 times what the total United Nations 
peacekeeping costs were 10 years ago, 
just from the United States alone. And 
I think that is excessive. 

Now, if we want to control what the 
United Nations is doing as far as send
ing peacekeeping troops around the 
world, the best way to do it is with the 
dollars; if you do not send them the 
money, they cannot send those people 
around out in the field . 

I agree that getting 15 days' advance 
notice, if possible, from our U.S. Am
bassador is a step in the right direc
tion, but more than that should be 
done. We should not be sending at this 
time $402 million to the United Nations 
for this effort. We just should not be 
doing it. They are making mistakes 
doing it. 

Boutras-Ghali has made numerous 
mistakes that have not only cost us 
lives but millions and maybe ulti
mately billions of dollars. 

We went into Somalia to feed the 
starving masses, and then we got into 
nation building. As we just heard from 
the gentlewoman a few moments ago, 
there are three or four more nations 
that we are going to be nation build
ing. These people do not want nation
building. They want food and they 
want other things, but they do not 
want us to come in telling them how to 
run their country. 

Our tax dollars, $402 million of them, 
is going to be used, in large part, for 
that purpose. I do not believe the 
American people want that. I believe 

the American people would like to see 
this cut dramatically. I think we 
should cut it. 

So, I will object and I will ask for a 
rollcall vote on this. I do not expect a 
lot of support, because this is a cut and 
people coming in and saying, "Well, 
you are already cutting. How are you 
going to explain that back home?'' 
Well, I think you can refer to the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD of this debate. I 
want to cut more. I do not think we 
should be sending 25 percent. We should 
be sending a lot less than that, if any, 
a lot less than that, and we should be 
controlling what is going on over there 
instead of just protesting. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, does the gentleman re
alize that we in this bill are appro
priating $402 million; does the gen
tleman know how much they re
quested? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. $642 million. 
Mr. ROGERS. Their requirement was 

$1.3 billion. That is not the request, 
that is the amount they say it would 
take to pay their bills. They now cur
rently estimate for the 18 ongoing mis
sions. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. They re
quested $642 million. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is right, the re
quest was that. But they say it would 
take $1.3 billion to pay all the bills, our 
share of the bills, they say. So, we are 
$898 million less than that figure, and 
we are $43 million less than their offi
cial request, lower than the Senate and 
the House. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. May I ask 
the gentleman a question. Let me just 
say one thing. If my children said that 
they wanted a Chevrolet and they 
knew that I was in a negotiating mood, 
they would probably ask for a Mercedes 
or a Cadillac. And I submit to you we 
do not have a lot of morons over there 
at the United Nations. They are prob
ably asking for an excessive amount of 
money, knowing that we are going to 
compromise down like we do on every 
other single thing around this place. 
But the fact of the matter is, 10 years 
ago the total amount of expenditures 
for U.N. peacekeeping was about $40 
million, according to the chairman, for 
all the worldwide costs. All the coun
tries of the world kicked in for that, 
$40 million. Today we are going to be 
appropriating $402 million, 10 times 
that, just for the United States share. 
Granted, that is a lot less than they re
quested. 

0 1320 
We should not be giving them 25 per

cent and we most certainly should not 
be giving them all the young American 
men and women who are sacrificing 
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their lives and everything else in these 
various God-forsaken places, and we 
should not be giving them $402 million 
in American taxpayer dollars. 

Let us send this back to the con
ference committee and cut this figure . 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LIGHTFOOT], a member of our com
mittee. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

I would say to our distinguished com
mittee chairman, the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH], and to our ranking 
member, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. ROGERS], listening to their voices, 
we have a veterinary back in Iowa who 
could probably fix that problem. It is 
kind of a red liquid in a bottle, but I 
am not sure it has been approved by 
the FDA. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of 
discussion about peacekeeping and we 
discussed it here on the floor some last 
night. I think one of the things that I 
do not believe is a partisan issue, that 
there is very strong agreement on both 
sides of the aisle that we are treading 
into some dangerous waters with these 
peacekeeping efforts. We have heard 
that from both Republicans and Demo
crats alike. 

I think there is one thing probably 
that is driving a lot of that. In the in
stance of the United States, the young 
men and women who we are sending off 
to do these peacekeeping missions 
raised their hands and took an oath to 
put their lives on the line for their 
country. Quite frankly, some of the 
people who are promoting peacekeep
ing have never had the will or the 
backbone to do that. That is creating 
some problems, at least in our thought 
processes. 

As the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON] pointed out, and I think accu
rately so, why are we spending these 
kinds of dollars in countries that we 
cannot even pronounce, in which we 
have absolutely no national interest 
whatsoever? I think it is a good point 
and it is a good question that we need 
to answer. 

One of the things that concerns me a 
great deal about this whole process is 
Presidential Decision Directive 13, 
which has been kept very conveniently 
out of the public's eye. President Clin
ton in that PDD 13 has stated that he 
wants to place U.S. troops under the 
command of U.N. or foreign command
ers. He states in that directive that he 
wants to eliminate the law which puts 
a cap on the number of U.S. soldiers 
that can be committed to a U.N. peace
keeping effort. 

In that directive he wants to share 
our intelligence with members of the 
United Nations. We have not seen that 
here in the Congress. I think that is 
where a lot of the consternation is 
coming from, that so much of this is 

being done behind our backs and 
around the corner. 

By putting in this 15-day notifica
tion, at least it is a step in the right di
rection. 

By reducing the amount of funding 
that has been asked for is a step in the 
right direction. 

I would agree with the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] that it 
needs to go further, but I think if we 
can show our will here as a group that 
we are going to put the reins on the 
United Nations and try through the IG 
process to shake out the cronyism and 
the absolute corruption that is from 
the basement of that building to the 
attic and everywhere in between, that 
the people of the United States rep
resented by those of us who were sent 
here finally have said it is time to draw 
the line on the shenanigans in the 
United Nations, then we have accom
plished something and we can get the 
American people to continue to sup
port us in that measure. Then possibly 
we can do something constructive in 
reforming the United Nations. 

A lot of us would like to see it abol
ished, quite frankly, but as Mr. 
MacDougal, a member of the U.S. Com
mission on Reporting the Effectiveness 
of the United Nations, made the com
ment if this unit were to be con
structed as it is now, no one could pos
sibly conceive of ever putting some
thing together that was like the United 
Nations. As it currently exists, it does 
not make any sense at all. It is a huge 
power play by a lot of little countries 
around the world who basically are 
prospering at the behest of the Amer
ican taxpayer and on the blood of 
American citizens. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
am prepared to conclude. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to the 
money reductions that we have in this 
conference report, there are four major 
provisions in the Statement of Man
agers. The dollar figures, first off, were 
10 percent below their request, were 13 
percent below what we gave them in 
1993, were 223 percent below what they 
say is their actual requirements for 
peacekeeping in 1994, were 5 percent 
below what the House figure was and 
were 10 percent below what the Senate 
figure was; so our conference came way 
down, I say to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON], even from all the 
other levels, including the House and 
the Senate; so we have made substan
tial cuts in the amount of money that 
we are giving to the United Nations for 
peacekeeping operations. 

Then in addition to that cut are 
these four provisions in the statement 
of managers: 

One. We instruct the administration 
to conduct a thorough review of the 
current process of committing to 
peacekeeping operations. Change , we 
are saying, the way you actually com
mit us to these operations. 

Two. We Say to the United Nations, 
we are not going to accept more than 
25 percent of these peacekeeping costs, 
if that much. We are not going to pay 
the 31.7 percent that you arbitrarily 
billed us for. If we pay anything, it will 
be no more than 25 percent. 

Three. The statement of managers 
says that the administration shall un
dertake badly needed organizational 
and management changes to carry out 
peacekeeping activities effectively. We 
are not happy with the way you are 
carrying out these peacekeeping oper
ations. Change, we are saying. 

Then number four is an instruction 
of 15 days' notice to the Congress. Be
fore you want to go in to another new 
peacekeeping operation, all we ask is 
just 2 weeks' notice, and in that notice 
we want to know where you are propos
ing to take us. 

Number two, How much is it going to 
cost? 

Three. What is the mission? What are 
you trying to achieve there? What is 
the goal of the mission? 

Four. How long are you going to be 
there? 

And five, How are you going to pay 
for it? What source of U.S. funding are 
you going to use to pay for it, re
programming, a budget amendment, a 
supplemental request, just what? 

We think these are reasonable re
quests and we think that the State De
partment and the administration 
would be very well-advised to follow 
the requests that we are making in this 
statement of managers, because this is 
the subcommittee, after all, that you 
will be looking to for future funding of 
all the activities of the State Depart
ment, the United Nations and so forth, 
so we think they will be reasonable in 
adhering to these simple requests . 

Now, in the event that does not take 
place, Mr. Speaker, I filed a free-stand
ing bill yesterday that incorporates the 
15 days ' notice for new peacekeeping 
operations. Members are invited to 
sign on to the bill. I do not know the 
number, but you can find that out. If 
you would like to be a part of that bill 
that we want to make into the law, 
then I would urge Members to sign on 
to that bill. 

I would point out that what we are 
talking about today, though, is merely 
language in the Statement of Managers 
to this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. It is altogether fair 
and reasonable. We have the figures. 
We have reforms built into the United 
Nations and U.S. procedures here and 
we think we have made tremendous 
progress toward cutting costs, cutting 
our share and putting in place some 
significant changes and reforms that 
are desperately needed. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my strong 
support for a provision included in the con
ference report to accompany H.R. 2519, the 
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Departments of Commerce, Justice, State, the 
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria
tions Act for fiscal 1994. 

Included in the conference report is a provi
sion for a grant from the Small Business Ad
ministration to the city of Prestonsburg, KY, for 
small business development. It is my under
standing this grant will be used to help design 
and construct a Mountain Arts Center in 
Prestonsburg, KY. This center will be a tre
mendous boon to small businesses in an eco
nomically depressed area. Not only will the 
project stimulate small businesses throughout 
the area during the construction phase of the 
project, once completed, the center will be a 
boon for small business creation and develop
ment through the increased tourism and eco
nomic activity which will be attracted. 

I am grateful for its inclusion in the con
ference report. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume, just for a brief summary. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we are making 
some progress. We had soldiers in Leb
anon. This subcommittee went over to 
Lebanon several years ago, looked the 
situation over, and came back and said 
immediately, "Get those boys out of 
there. They should not even be there." 

I understand that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] went 
over there with his subcommittee. He 
came back and was concerned. About 2 
weeks later, you know what happened. 
We lost 250 boys. 

Soldiers from major nations are sort 
of a target. They are a built-in target. 
It is better to have soldiers from Third 
World countries in these peacekeeping 
operations. 

0 1330 
On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, I say 

to my colleagues, "If you do establish 
peacekeeping forces, there's very little 
they can do, go in, and set up a camp, 
and put a guard around the perimeter. 
What more can they do? They are not 
going to fight anybody." · 

So, there is very limited value, I 
think, to some of these peacekeeping 
operations but in the last year we fi
nally have been getting attention on 
this. I think that last year the last ad
ministration finally recognized that 
this is a serious problem and that could 
not continue to escalate the cost, and 
this administration, I know, believes 
that because I talked to them about it 
a number of times. 

So, what we have here is a request 
for $619 million, and we are cutting it 
back to $401 million, a reduction of $218 
million, and a yes vote on this would 
mean endorsement of the approach 
that we are taking, and, if my col
leagues do not believe we ought to do 
that, then they can vote "no." 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
ofmy time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Without objection, the pre-

vious question is ordered on the mo
tion. 

There was no objection. 
The question is on the motion offered 

by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 367, nays 61, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (NEJ 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins <ILl 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 

[Roll No. 520] 

YEAS-367 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English <AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford <Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 

Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson <CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 

Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MAl 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 

Allard 
Archer 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Bonilla 
Burton . 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Crane 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Duncan 
Emerson 

Conyers 
Engel 

Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MNJ 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price <NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 

NAYS-61 
Fields (TX) 
Gekas 
Gonzalez 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Kim 
Klug 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Manzullo 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Molinari 

NOT VOTING-5 
Hinchey 
McMillan 

0 1353 

Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TXJ 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young <FL) 

Petri 
Pombo 
Quinn 
Ravenel 
Roth 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stump 
Traficant 
Upton 
Walker 
Walsh 
Young <AK) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Miller (CA) 

Mr. HALL of Texas and Mr. KIM 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
''nay.'' 

Mrs. KENNELLY, and Messrs. PE
TERSON of Florida, ABERCROMBIE, 
CAMP, and MOORHEAD changed their 
vote from "nay" to "yea." 
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So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I was un
able to vote ofn rollcall votes 518 
through 524 due to the hospitalization 
of my wife. Had I been present, I would 
have voted: 

On Rollcall 518, "yea." 
On Rollcall 519, "yea." 
On Rollcall 520, "yea." 
On Rollcall 521, "yea." 
On Rollcall 522, ''yea.'' 
On Rollcall 523, "yea." 
On Rollcall 524, ''yea.'' 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MAZZOLI). The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 171: Page 68, after 
line 26, insert: 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY 
For grants made by the United States In

formation Agency to the National Endow
ment for Democracy as authorized by the 
National Endowment for Democracy Act, 
$35,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That none of the funds ap
propriated under this heading may be dis
bursed to grantees who have not reimbursed 
the National Endowment for Democracy, 
from nongovernmental funds, for disallowed 
expenditures by such grantees for first class 
travel, alcohol and entertainment, identified 
in the March 1993 report of the Inspector 
General of the United States Information 
Agency. 

MOTIO~ OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF lOW A 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 171, and concur 
therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] wish 
time on this motion? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes, Mr. Speak
er. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KANJORSKI] seek time on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH]? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 

gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. RoG
ERS] oppose the motion offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]? 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
opposed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] will be recognized for 20 min
utes, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 

SMITH] will be recognized for 20 min
utes, and the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. ROGERS] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to yield 17 min
utes of my time to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN], and that he 
have the right to yield to others. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN] 
will be recognized for 17 minutes and, 
in turn, have the right to yield time. 
The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] 
will retain 3 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve my time. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], a member of our 
committee. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to take the well and speak 
on behalf of the National Endowment 
for Democracy and hope that this body 
will recede to the Senate amendment 
which included some $35 million in 
funding. 

The White House had requested $50 
million. If we pass this $35 million, it 
will be a bargain for this country. And, 
it will be a bargain for democracy all 
throughout the world. 

That $35 million will go to grantees, 
including the Democrat and Repub
lican Party Institutes, and institutes 
linked to the AFL-CIO, the Chamber of 
Commerce and numerous other private 
voluntary organizations who send peo
ple throughout the world with meager 
resources to encourage countries to 
study the democratic system and be
come democratic, free nations. 

NED is a small, cost-effective, non
governmental institution. It has the bi
partisan support of the current admin
istration as well as all former living 
Presidents who regard it as an invest
ment in a safer world, beneficial to 
American security and economic inter
ests. 

NED is a dynamic, flexible and cost
effective means of furthering United 
States interests by promoting the de
velopment of stable democracies in 
strategic, important parts of the world. 
NED provides aid to democratic move
ments around the globe by dispatching 
experts to help those seeking freedom 
to assen;1ble the building blocks nec
essary to sustain a stable and demo
cratic system, including representative 
political parties, a free market econ
omy, independent trade unions and a 
free press. 

I can say definitively to this body 
that the predecessor of NED helped 
fund the AFL-CIO go to El Salvador 
and plant the seeds of democracy there, 
while the Communists were trying to 
take over that country by force. Like-

wise, the AFL-CIO went to Poland to 
establish a framework of support for 
Solidarity, which ultimately led not 
only to freedom and democracy in Po
land, but also to the collapse of the So
viet empire. NED is now all over the 
globe, helping privatization in Russia, 
helping Bulgaria write their constitu
tion, helping Ukraine solve their eco
nomic problems, and helping democ
racy establish roots in Latin America. 
The list goes on and on. 

This is a good program. It works, It 
is cost-effective. 

0 1400 
By promoting democracy around the 

world, this proposal is in our national 
interest, and this money is an invest
ment in a peaceful future so the United 
States can spend less on defense and 
more on our own people. It is the best 
deal going. I urge the adoption of the 
motion. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring up this issue, 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, again. It is almost 4 months to 
the day that we addressed this same 
matter in the House, and the House 
chose to eliminate NED by a resound
ing vote of 247 to 171. NED's fate was 
then sent to the other body where it 
was debated on the Senate floor. I have 
to say that any Member of the House 
that read Senator BUMPERS' statement 
on this can appreciate what I would 
like to say today, but will not take the 
time. 

Obviously, the proponents of the 
NED think that it is totally respon
sible for the breakdown of the Soviet 
Union and the emergence of democracy 
throughout the world. If only we had 
known in early 1980 that for a mere $35 
million we could have saved $2 trillion 
in defense and other foreign aid, we 
would have looked like geniuses in the 
Congress. 

I would say that, one, my opposition 
to this is based on the fact that the 
Founding Fathers in our Constitution 
directed that the President of the Unit
ed States through the State Depart
ment, should carry on the foreign af
fairs of this country. NED is a diver
gence from that principle. Through 
NED taxpayers' money is delegated and 
earmarked specifically for a private 
fund to use as it will, without any di
rect accountability as to how those 
funds are expended, and no oversight 
by this Congress. I think that is one 
fundamental mistake. 

Two, this organization in the past, 
over the past 8 years, has funded such 
things as campaigns in Great Britain, 
France, and New Zealand. I do not 
know what is wrong with these na
tions' democracies, but I would suggest 
that they may have been democratic 
for a few years and the American tax
payers' money, one, is not necessary to 
keep them democratic, but two, quite 
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an intrusion by one great democracy in 
the democracies of others. 

Often we find that NED money is 
spent promoting programs that are in 
contradiction of known American pol
icy. I think we need that to be brought 
into check by putting all of this entity 
under the State Department and under 
the executive branch as in tended by 
the Constitution. 

Finally, it is hard to argue against 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, because my friends say I am not 
a Democrat. I resent that, but there is 
nothing that can be said to that. Let 
me tell the Members what the real 
name of this organization should be: 
The National Endowment for the Re
publican Party, the Democratic Party, 
the AFL--CIO, and the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, that is who it really funds. 
Maybe another name should be the Po
litical Consultants Relief Act of 1993, 
because that is who it funds, the Wash
ington "beltway bandits" that operate 
in our campaigns and presidential cam
paigns, but in off years like to sell 
their wares around this world, instill
ing their political information and 
ability to emerging parties or democ
racies. 

I suggest, one, Mr. Speaker, that is 
an insult. Two, that is not building the 
know-how of how to carry on demo
cratic campaigns in other countries. It 
is financing the consultants in this 
country. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I will tell the 
Members, I have watched this House 
run under tremendous pressure when 
we defeated SSC yesterday. I have also 
seen us try to eliminate or run in other 
projects or programs, but never have I 
seen a harder lobbying effort by all the 
former Presidents, by all the leadership 
on both the Democratic side and the 
Republican side, by all the people who 

are anything in this town, and most of 
all, by the estate of our commentators 
and our journalists throughout the 
United States. 

I think it is unfortunate that, the 30 
or 40 votes that made the difference 
last time have probably been changed 
by this pressure. I think we are going 
to lose this, and I think the lobbyists 
and the political forces of this city and 
this country and the journalists of 
America have done their work well. 

I think they are going to change 30 or 
40 votes from that June 22 vote, but all 
it attests to is what Mr. Perot said: 
The people who are wearing the Gucci 
shoes and carrying the alligator bags 
are going to prove again in this town 
that they can do their job and do it 
well when they are at risk. 

It is unfortunate for democracy, that 
we cannot, in 1993, send the message 
that we will not spend 17.5 percent 
more this year than we spent last year 
for an endowment that does well at 
some things but is questionable on 
other things. The fact of the matter is 
that all of those things could be accom
plished by a direct contract between 
the State Department and any other 
private entity, including the Endow
ment for Democracy, if the worthwhile 
work is worth supporting. At least if 
the State Department were involved, 
we would have programmatic account
ability. ~ 

I would urge my colleagues to hold 
tight with that vote we made in June, 
and send the proper message to the 
American people that their representa
tives are trying to take a responsible 
budgetary course in this country, and 
not letting our economy and our Na
tion go to rot. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may re
quire. 

Mr. Speaker, I have laryngitis, so I 
am not going to talk very much. I 
think that if all these people are lobby
ing, that they would not have, any of 
them, contacted the chairman of the 
subcommittee that is handling the bill . 
I have not heard from any of those peo
ple. 

I will tell the Members who I have 
heard from, or who did make an im
pression on me. I was in Albania. there 
was not a country that was more des
potic than Albania. The new President 
of Albania said: 

The greatest thing that ever helped me was 
the National Endowment for Democracy. 

· He said: 
Those people came over here; they are not 

a part of your government, they are inde
pendent, but they came over here and told 
me about how private organizations work. 

If any of the Members have been to 
Albania, they know what it is. It is a 
country filled with pillboxes. The 
former dictator filled it with pillboxes. 
The Albanians had no freedom at all, 
had no idea how to operate these insti
tutions. The President of Albania said: 

Those people came over here and they did 
the best service that anybody could possibly 
do. Nobody from our government could have 
done that. 

I think this is a · very good invest
ment at $35 million. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the 
RECORD I would like to insist a table 
which compares conference agreement 
for the i terns funded in the bill with 
the amounts appropriated for fiscal 
year 1993, the amount requested for fis
cal year 1994, and the House and Senate 
bills. 
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TITLE I· DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Office d Justice Programs 

Justice Assistance ............................................................................. . 
(Transfer out) ................................................................................. . 

Law Enforcement Personnel (H.R. 2118 Supp.) ............................ .. 
Public safety officers benefits program: 
o..th benefits ................................................................................. . 
Disability benefits ............................................................................ . 

Total, Office of Justice Programs .............................................. ... 

General Administration 

Salaries and expen ......................................................................... . 
Advance appropriation •••••••••••••••••••.••.•.••.•..... : .......•.......•..••.•.•.•.••••••• 

Repeal d Advance Appropriation ..................................................... . 
Office d Inspector General ............................................................. ... 
Quantico Training Center .................................................................. . 
Weed and Seed Fund ........•...............•...............•....•.........•.•.......••...•• 
Federal /State partnershps ............................................................... .. 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

United States Parole Commission 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

Legal ActMtles 

Salaries and expen .... general legal activities ............................... .. 
Vaccine Injury compensation trust fund .......................................... .. 
Independent counsel (permanent, Indefinite) .................................. . 
Civil liberties public education fund (permanent, definite) .............. .. 
Civil liberties public education fund ................................................. .. 
Salaries and expenses, Antitrust Division ......................................... . 

Offsetting f" collections ............................................................... . 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

Salaries and expen ... , United States Attorneys ............................... 
Assets forfeiture fund surplus ......................................................... 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

United States Trust" System Fund ................................................... 
Offsetting'" collections ................................................................ 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

Salaries and expenses, Foreign Claims Settlement Commission ..... 
Salaries and expenses, United States Marshals Service ................... 

Support of United States prisoners .................................................... 
Assets forfeiture fund surplus ......................................................... 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

Fees and expenses of witnesses ....................................................... 
D.C. Informant Protection .............................................................. 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

Salaries and expenses, Community Relations Service ..................... 
Assets forfeiture Fund Qncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ................................... 

Total, Legal activities .................................................................... 

Radiation Exposure Compensation 

Administrative expenses ..................................................................... 
Payment to radiation exposure compensation trust fund ................. 

Total .............................................................................................. 

Interagency Law Enforcement 

Organized crime drug enforcement ................................................... 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Salaries and expenses pncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ................................. 
ldentlfk:ation division automation ...................................................... 

Total .............................................................................................. 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

665,299,000 
............................ 

150,000,000 

28,013,000 
............................ 

843,312,000 

115,929,000 
............................ 
............................ 

30,622,000 
7,700,000 

13,150,000 
............................ 

167,401,000 

9,309,000 

395,500,000 
2,000,000 
4,500,000 

500,000,000 

44,626,000 
(16,900,000) 

(61,526,000) 

768,300,000 
22,400,000 

790,700,000 

57,221,000 
(32,300,000) 

(89,521,000) 

898,000 
333,300,000 

234,125,000 
27,600,000 

261,725,000 

81,010,000 
............................ 

81,010,000 

26,106,000 
58,000,000 

2,555,586,000 

2,722,000 
170,750,000 

173,472,000 

385,248,000 

1 ,932,023,000 
75,400,000 

2,007,423,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

665,652,000 
............................ 
............................ 

28,936,000 
2,000,000 

696,588,000 

119,289,000 
20,000,000 

............................ 
30,898,000 

............................ 
13,492,000 

100,000,000 

283,879,000 

9,385,000 

409,984,000 
3,000,000 
4,000,000 

100,000,000 
5,000,000 

44,817,000 
(17,275,000) 

(62,092,000) 

808,797,000 
............................ 

808,797,000 

57,350,000 
(37,487,000) 

(94,837,000) 

940,000 
339,808,000 

319,384,000 
............................ 

319,384,000 

103,022,000 
1,400,000 

104,422,000 

34,545,000 
63,000,000 

2,295,047,000 

2,722,000 
250,000 

2,972,000 

384,381,000 

1 ,976,005,000 
84,400,000 

2,060,405,000 

House Senate 

650,000,000 883,314,000 

···························· ............................ 
............................ ............................ 

28,936,000 28,936,000 
............................ . ........................... 

678,936,()()() 712,250,000 

117,196,000 115,000,000 
. ........................... 20,000,000 
. ........................... ·20,000,000 

30,898,000 30,723,000 
............................ . ........................... 

12,829,000 13,150,000 
. ........................... ............................ 

160,923,000 158,873,000 

9,385,000 9,123,000 

400,968,000 400,086,000 
1,900,000 2,000,000 
4,000,000 4,000,000 

100,000,000 100,000,000 
..... ....................... .................. .......... 

44,817,000 43,092,000 
(19,000,000) (19,000,000) 

(63,817,000) (62,092,000) 

808,797,000 818,797,000 
............................ ............................ 

808,797,000 818,797,000 

56,521,000 46,150,000 
(37,487,000) (53,687 ,000) 

(94,008,000) (99,837,000) 

940,000 898,000 
339,808,000 339,808,000 

307,700,000 312,884,000 
............................ . ........................... 

307,700,000 312,884,000 

103,022,000 103,022,000 
. ........................... ............................ 

103,022,000 103,022,000 

26,792,000 26,106,000 
60,275,000 58,000,000 

2,255,540,000 2,254,843,000 

2,586,000 2,668,000 
............................ ............................ 

2,586,000 2,668,000 

384,381,000 382,381,000 

1 ,949,305,000 1,954,305,000 
75,400,000 84,400,000 

2,024, 705,000 2,038,705,000 

Conference 

679,605,000 
·500,000 

. ................ ........... 

28,936,000 
. ........................... 

708,041,000 

119,000,000 
20,000,000 

·20,000,000 
30,000,000 

. ........................... 
13,150,000 

............................ 

162,150,000 

9,123,000 

403,968,000 
2,000,000 
4,000,000 

100,000,000 
............................ 

45,997,000 
(20,820,000) 

(66,817,000) 

813,797,000 
................ ............ 

813,797,000 

61,513,000 
(37,487,000) 

(99,000,000) 

940,000 
339,808,000 

312,884,000 
............................ 

312,884,000 

103,022,000 
.............. ...... ..... ... 

103,022,000 

26,106,000 
55,000,000 

2,269,035,000 

2,668,000 
............................ 

2,668,000 

382,381,000 

1,954,305,000 
84,400,000 

2,038,705,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+ 14,306,000 
-500,000 

·150,000,000 

+923,000 
............................ 

-135,271;000 

+3,071,000 
+20,000,000 
-20,000,000 

-622,000 
-7,700,000 

............................ 

···························· 
-5,251,000 

·186,000 

+8,468,000 
............................ 

·500,000 
·400,000,000 

............................ 
+ 1,371,000 

( + 3,920,000) 

(+5,291,000) 

+45,497,000 
·22,400,000 

+ 23,097,000 

+4,292,000 
(+5, 187,000) 

(+9,479,000) 

+42,000 
+6,508,000 

+ 78,759,000 
·27 ,600,000 

+51,159,000 

+22,012,000 
............................ 

+22,012,000 

............................ 
-3,000,000 

-286,551 ,000 

-54,000 
-170,750,000 

·170,804,000 

-2,867,000 

+ 22,282,000 
+9,000,000 

+31,282,000 
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Drug Enforcement Administration 

Salaries and expen ......................................................................... . 
Olwf'llon control fund ................................................................... . 

Total budget authority available .................................................. . 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 

SaJarlel and expen ......................................................................... . 
Immigration legalization fund ....................................................... . 
Immigration uter fund .................................................................. .. 
Land border inapec:tion fund ........................................................ .. 
Immigration examineionl fund .................................................... . 
er..ched bond fund ..................................................................... . 

Immigration Emergency Fund ......................................................... .. 

Total budget authority available .................................................. . 

Federal Prl8on ~em 

Salariel and expen ........................................................................ .. 
Prior year carryo~~er ....................................................................... . 
Transfer d excea criminal fines ........................................ : .......... . 
Olfsetting fee collectionl .............................................................. .. 

Total budget authority available ................................................. .. 
P~ fees, offtettlng receipts ................................................ .. 

National Institute of Cofntc:tlons ....................................................... .. 
Buildings and facilities Onel. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ................................ .. 

Transfer from assets forfeiture fund .............................................. . 

Subtotal ...................................................................................... .. 

Federal Prison Industries, Incorporated Olmitatlon on 
administrative expen ... ) ................................................................ .. 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

Total, Department d Justice ...................................................... .. 
(llmllalion on administrative expenses) ................................ .. 

RELATED AGENCIES 

Commission on Civil Rights 

Salaries and expen ......................................................................... . 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

Federal Communications Commission 

Salaries and expenses Oncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ................................ . 
Olfsetting fee collectionl ............................................................... . 

Total budget authority available .................................................. . 

Federal Maritime Commission 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

Federal Trade Commission 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 
Olfsetting fee collections ............................................................... . 

Total budget authority available ................................................. .. 

National Commission to Support Law Enforcement 

Salaries and expentea ..................................................................... .. 

SecurltiH and Exchange Commission 

SalariH and expenses Oncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ............................... .. 
Olfsettlng fee collections - new .................................................... .. 
Offsetting fee collections - carryo~~er ............................................. . 

lnwstment Advisor Fee .................................................................... .. 
lnwstment advisor fee offtetting receipt .......................................... .. 
Special Fund (Registration Fees) ..................................................... .. 
Offtettlng receipts .............................................................................. . 

Total budget authority available ................................................. .. 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

718,68-4,000 
(12,000,000) 

(730,68-4,000) 

965,000,000 
(8,281,000) 

(253,808,000) 
(-4,000,000) 

(337,-415,000) 
(5,000,000) 

............................ 

(1,573,30-4,000) 

1,681,822,000 
(40,000,000) 
(83,000,000) 

............................ 

(1,784,822,000) 
-48,360,000 
10,250,000 

194,225,000 
.. .......................... 

194,225,000 

(3,181,000) 

1,837,937,000 

9,863,372,000 
(3,181,000) 

7,778,000 

222,000,000 

140,000,000 

(140,000,000) 

18,300,000 

89,850,000 
(18,900,000) 

(86,550,000) 

115,535,000 
(96,000,000) 
(30,000,000) 

............................ 

............................. 

............................ 

............................ 

(241,535,000) 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

731,639,000 
(42,123,000) 

(773, 762,000) 

1,094,052,000 
(2,248,000) 

(255,016,000j 
(-4,094,000) 

(3-47,529,000) 
(5,900,000) 
6,000,000 

(1,71-4,839,000) 

1,988,003,000 

···························· ............................ 
(48,380,000) 

(2,038,363,000) 
............................ 

10,211,000 
276,850,000 

... ......................... 

278,850,000 

(3,395,000) 

2,275,084,000 

9,839,212,000 
(3,395,000) 

7,923,000 

23-4,845,000 

129,889,000 
(18,105,000) 

(145,994,000) 

19,450,000 

71,740,000 
(17,275,000) 

(89,015,000) 

57,858,000 
. ........................... 
............................ 

18,587,000 
·18,587,000 
180,000,000 

·180,000,000 

(57,858,000) 

Houte 

718,68-4,000 
(42,123,000) 

(780,807 ,000) 

1,059,000,000 
(2,248,000) 

(255,018,000) 
(17,094,000) 

(3-47,529,000) 
(5,900,000) 

···························· 
(1,688,787,000) 

1,950,000,000 
............................ 
. ........................... 

(48,380,000) 

(1,998,380,000) 

···························· 
10,211,000 

175,000,000 
20,000,000 

195,000,000 

(3,1 00,000) 

2,155,211,000 

9,449,351,000 
(3,1 00,000) 

7,585,000 

230,000,000 

129,889,000 

···························· 
(129,889,000) 

18,383,000 

69,740,000 
(19,000,000) 

(88,740,000) 

500,000 

57,858,000 
............................ 
..... ....................... 
............................ 
............................ 
............................ 
............................ 

(57,856,000) 

Senate 

727,181,000 
(42,123,000) 

(789,284,000) 

1,048,538,000 
(2,248,000) 

(255,016,000) 
(17,094,000) 

(3-47,529,000) 
(5,900,000) 

···························· 
(1,876,325,000) 

1,971,815,000 
. ........................... 
............................ 

(48,380,000) 

(2,019,975,000) 

···························· 
9,995,000 

351,850,000 
.... ............ ..... ....... 

351,850,000 

(3,395,000) 

2,333,460,000 

9,868,002,000 
(3,395,000) 

7,923,000 

227,305,000 

129,889,000 
. ........................... 

(129,889,000) 

19,450,000 

89,740,000 
(19,000,000) 

(88, 7 40,000) 

.. .......................... 

57,856,000 
( 172,000,000) 

(31,238,000) 
. ...... ...................... 
. ........................... 
. ........................... 
........ .. .................. 

(261,094,000) 

Conference 

722,000,000 
(42,123,000) 

(784, 123,000) 

1,048,538,000 
(2,248,000) 

(305,016,000) 
(17,094,000) 

(3-47 ,529,000) 
(5,900,000) 
6,000,000 

(1, 732,325,000) 

1,950,000,000 
............................ 
···························· 

(48,380,000) 

( 1,998,380,000) 
............................ 

10,211,000 
269,543,000 

. ..... .......... .. .......... 

269,543,000 

(3,395,000) 

2,229,754,000 

9,578,895,000 
(3,395,000) 

7,778,000 

230,000,000 

99,900,000 
(80,400,000) 

(180,300,000) 

18,900,000 

87,920,000 
(20,820,000) 

(88,740,000) 

500,000 

57,858,000 
(171,621,000) 

(30,840,000) 

···························· . ........................... 
. ...................... ..... 
. ........................... 

(260,317 ,000) 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+3,318,000 
( + 30, 123,000) 

( + 33,439,000) 

+ 83,538,000 
(·6,033,000) 

( + 51,408,000) 
( + 13,094,000) 
( + 10,114,000) 

(+900,000) 
+6,000,000 

( + 159,021,000) 

+ 268,178,000 
(·40,000,000) 
(-83,000,000) 

( + 48,380,000) 

( + 213,538,000) 
+ 48,360,000 

·39,000 
+ 75,318,000 

+ 75,318,000 

(+214,000) 

+391,817,000 

·84,477,000 
(+214,000) 

. .. ......................... 

+8,000,000 

·40,100,000 
( + 60,400,000) 

( + 20,300,000) 

+600,000 

·1,730,000 
( + 3,920,000) 

(+2,190,000) 

+500,000 

·57,679,000 
( + 75,621,000) 

(+840,000) 
................... .. ....... 
............................ 
.......................... .. 
. ........................... 

( + 18, 782,000) 
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SUile JUIIllce lnatHute 

Salaries and expenMI 1 1 ............................................................... .. 

Total, related agenclea ................................................................ . 

Total, tHie I, Department ofJuatlce and related agencies .........•. 
(LimHation on edmlniltratlw expen..) ..•••••••••••••••••••.•.••••••••.. 

TITLE II • DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Nationallnat"ute of Standards and Technology 

Scientific and technical reMatCh and Mrvicel ...........................•.•...• 
(Transfer out) ................................................................................. . 

Industrial technology MNic:es ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••.•••••••••.••. 
eon.truction d research fllcll"lee~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••.•••• 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

National Ocevllc and Atmospheric Administration 

Operations, research & fllcll"!ea ~ne. HR 2118 Supp) .••••••••••••••..••.•.• 
(By transfer from Promote and Dewlop Fund) •••••••••••••....••••••••••••. 
(By transfer from o.m.ge uaeaament & restoration 
revolving fund, permanent) ..•.•••••.••••......•....••••...•..•••.•........••.•.•.•.. 

(Damage ...... ment & restoration revolving fund) •••..••.........•..... 

Total ••..•••••....••......••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••....••.....................••••.... 

Construction ...................................................................................... . 
Fleet modemization, shipbuilding and conversion .......................... . 
Aircraft procurement and modernization .......................................... . 
Fishing vessel obligations guarantee ............................................... . 
Fishing \lell8l and g...- damage fund .............................................. . 
Fishermen's contingency fund ......................................................... . 
Foreign fishing obaenler fund ........................................................... . 

Total, National Ocevllc and Atmospheric Administration .......... . 

General Administration 

Salaries and expenMS ...................................................................... . 
Olfice of Inspector General ............................................................... . 
Working capital fund ~ranlfer In) ...................................................... . 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Bureau of the Census 

Salaries and expenMI ...................................................................... . 
Periodic censuMI and programs .................................................... .. 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Economic and Statistical Analysis 

Salaries and expenMI ...................................................................... . 

lntemational Trade Administration 

Operations and administration .......................................................... . 

Export Administration 

Operations and administration .......................................................... . 

Minority Business Dewlopment Agency 

MlnorHy business development ........................................................ . 

UnHed States T~l and Tourism Administration 

Salaries and expenMS ...................................................................... . 
Propoeed fees, offMitlng receipts ................................................. . 

Patent and Trademartl Office 

Salaries and expenMS ...................................................................... . 

Technology Administration 

Salaries and expenMS ...................................................................... . 

National Technical Information Service 

NTIS revolving fund .......................................................................... .. 

National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration 

Salaries and expenMI ...................................................................... . 
Public telecommunications faciiHies, planning and construction .... . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

13,550,000 

586,811,000 

10,250,183,000 
(3,181,000) 

192,940,000 

86,067,000 
1 05,000,000 

384,007,000 

1,519,872,000 
(55,000,000) 

-17,506,000 

1,502,366,000 

94,500,000 
30,000,000 

470,000 
1,306,000 
1,025,000 

565,000 

1,630,232,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

20,000,000 

541,703,000 

1 0,380,915,000 
(3,395,000) 

240,988,000 

232,524,000 
61,686,000 

535,198,000 

1, 757,672,000 
(61,400,000) 

1,500,000 
-1,500,000 

1,757,672,000 

79,063,000 
23,064,000 

1,335,000 
1,051,000 

564,000 

1,862, 7 49,000 

House 

13,550,000 

527,483,000 

9,976,834,000 
(3, 1 00,000) 

210,000,000 

210,000,000 

1 ,6!50,000,000 
(55,544,000) 

1,500,000 
·1,500,000 

1,650,000,000 

89,775,000 
23,064,000 

459,000 
1,273,000 

999,000 
550,000 

1, 766,120,000 

Senate 

13,000,000 

525,163,000 

1 0, 193, 165,000 
(3,395,000) 

240,988,000 

232,524,000 
61,686,000 

535,198,000 

1,685,000,000 
(54,000,000) 

1,500,000 
-1,500,000 

1,685,000,000 

109,703,000 
77,064,000 
46,000,000 

459,000 
1,273,000 

999,000 
550,000 

1,921,048,000 

31,712,000 38,042,000 .33,042,000 31,712,000 
15,805,000 18,381,000 15,860,000 16,500,000 

47,517,000 

123,955,000 
173,300,000 

297,255,000 

39,353,000 

213,851,000 

41,015,000 

37,889,000 

15,808,000 
·3,000,000 

86,672,000 

4,450,000 

8,000,000 

17,900,000 
21,320,000 

56,423,000 

140,798,000 
130,918,000 

271,718,000 

49,802,000 

246,333,000 

34,747,000 

45,381,000 

20,298,000 
-3,000,000 

1 03,000,000 

5,425,000 

21,927,000 
20,636,000 

48,902,000 

131,170,000 
11 0,000,000 

241 '170,000 

45,220,000 

221,445,000 

34,747,000 

38,362,000 

............................ 

............................ 

88,329,000 

4,500,000 

18,927,000 
20,254,000 

48,212,000 

128,286,000 
120,084,000 

248,370,000 

45,220,000 

251,103,000 

34,747,000 

43,381,000 

20,298,000 
·3,000,000 

88,329,000 

8,000,000 

20,927,000 
28,000,000 

Conference 

13,550,000 

496,402,000 

10,074,797,000 
(3,395,000) 

226,000,000. 
·1,500,000 

232,524,000 
61,686,000 

518,710,000 

1 ,894, 753,000 
(54,800,000) 

1,500,000 
·1,500,000 

1,894, 753,000 

1 09,703,000 
77,064,000 
43,000,000 

459,000 
1,273,000 

999,000 
550,000 

1 ,927,801,000 

33,042,000 
16,000,000 

1,500,000 

50,542,000 

128,286,000 
11 0,000,000 

238,286,000 

45,220,000 

248,590,000 

34,747,000 

42,100,000 

17,120,000 
·3,000,000 

88,329,000 

5,700,000 

19,927,000 
24,000,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

·90,409,000 

·175,386,000 
(+214,000) 

+ 33,060,000 
·1,500,000 

+ 146,457,000 
-43,314,000 

+ 134,703,000 

+ 17 4,881,000 
(-200,000) 

+ 1,500,000 
+ 16,006,000 

+ 192,387,000 

+ 15,203,000 
+47,064,000 
+ 43,000,000 

·11,000 
-33,000 
·26,000 
·15,000 

+297,569,000 

+1,330,000 
+195,000 

+1,500,000 

+3,025,000 

+4,331,000 
·63,300,000 

·58,969,000 

+5,867,000 

+34,739,000 

·6,268,000 

+4,211,000 

+1,512,000 
............................ 

+ 1,657,000 

+ 1,250,000 

-8,000,000 

+2,027,000 
+2,680,000 
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Endowment for Children's Educational Television ........................... . 
Information Infrastructure grants •.•••••••••••.•.••.••....•......•...............•.•...•. 

Total •••••••••••..•••••••••••••..•.•••.••••••••.••••.•.•.....•.•.•••..•••.........•..•...•..••.•... 

Economic Dellelopment Administration 

Economic dev. assistance programs One. H. A. 2867 Supp) ..... •• •.••.• 
Defense Economic Adjustment Community Assistance .................. . 
Salaries and expenses ••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.•.•..•.••••••••.••••••..••••...•.•..•••..• 

Administrative expen ................................................................... . 

Total •••••••••..••••••••••..•••••••.•.•..••••....••.••••••.••••.••••..••.••••....••.•.••.•••••....• 

Total, Department of Commerce •.••.•..•.••.••.••••••.••.••.•.•••...•••..•••.•..• 
(By transfe~ ..••••••...•••..•••.••••••••••••••••••••. .•.•....•.•••••.•. .•....•....••••••.• 

TITlE Ill -THE JUDICIARY 

Supreme Court of the United States 

Salaries and expenses: 
Salaries of justices ••••••••.••••••••••••••••••.••.••••••••..•....•...••.•••••••.•••••••••.... 
Other salaries and expen ............................................................. 

Total ••••••••••.......•........••••••.•••.•..•••.....••.........•..•••................•.......•.... 

Care of the building and grounds .•...........•..••.•..••••.....•.•.................... 

Total, Supreme Court of the United States .............•.•.••..•...••....... 

United States Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit 

Salaries and expenses: 
Salaries of judges ..........••••••• .•........•.••......................••...................• 
Other salaries and expenses ..•.•.....•...••..•...................••.•.............. .. 

Total ••.•••••••••.....••.•.••••••..••••••.•••••••••••.•.•..........•...••.•..•.••.••.....•..•...••• 

United States Court of International Trade 

Salaries and expenses: 
Salaries of judges •••••••.••..•••.•.••••...•...••••••.•.•..•.•..........•..••••.•••••.••..... 
Other salaries and expenses .•....•..••.•.••.•.••..•.••..•.•.•.........•....••••...... 

Total •••••••••••.••.•••••••••••.••.•.....•..•..•••••....••••......•....••..........••..•....•...... 

Courts of Appeals, District Courts, 
and Other Judicial Services 

Salaries and expenses: 
Salaries of judges ...•..••••.•••••••••••••••••••..•.......•.•••••....•...............••.•..•• 
Other salaries and expenses .......................................................... 
Offsetting fee collections ................................................................ 

Total budget authority available ..•............•................................... 

Vaccine Injury Compensation Trust Fund ......................................... 
Defender services Onel. H.R. 2118 Supp.) .•.•..•.•.•.•••.•.••.•..•..........•..... 
Fees o( jurors and commissioners One. HR 2118 Supp) ................... 
Court security •.•••.••••••.••.•.••••.•••••••••.••...••.•..•...••.•••••••.••••.•••••••••.•..•......• 

Total, Courts of Appeals, District Courts, and 
Other Judicial Services ............................................................... 

Administrative otllee of the United States Courts 

Salaries and expenses ....................................................................... 

Federal Judicial Center 

Salaries and expenses ....................................................................... 

Judicial Retirement Funds 

Payment to Judiciary Trust Funds ..................................................... 

National Commission on Judicial 
Discipline and Removal 

Salaries and expenses ....................................................................... 

United States Sentencing Commission 

Salaries and expenses ....................................................................... 

Total, title Ill, the Judiciary ............................................................ 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

1,000,000 

40,220,000 

417,000,000 

26,243,000 
87!5,000 

444,118,000 

3,287,187,000 
(55,000,000) 

1,601,000 
20,685,000 

22,286,000 

3,320,000 

25,606,000 

1,714,000 
9,840,000 

11,554,000 

1,307,000 
9,038,000 

10,345,000 

165,7n,ooo 
1,813,223,000 

............................ 

(1,979,000,000) 

2,075,000 
270,121,000 
74,320,000 
81,253,000 

2,406,769,000 

45,100,000 

17,500,000 

8,520,000 

443,000 

9,000,000 

2,534,837,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

1,000,000 
!51,000,000 

94,563,000 

223, 150,000 

30,151,000 

253,301,000 

3,575,936,000 
(61,400,000) 

1,641,000 
22,934,000 

24,575,000 

3,120,000 

27,695,000 

1,755,000 
13,357,000 

15,112,000 

1,358,000 
10,904,000 

12,262,000 

174,921,000 
2,252,519,000 

............................ 

(2,427 ,440,000) 

2,172,000 
387,268,000 

79,095,000 
1 0!5,965,000 

3,001,940,000 

57,553,000 

20,453,000 

20,545,000 

............................ 

9,000,000 

3, 164,560,000 

House 

1,000,000 
21,746,000 

61,927,000 

26,284,000 

26,284,000 

2, 787,006,000 
(55,5«,000) 

1,616,000 
20,710,000 

22,326,000 

2,699,000 

25,025,000 

1,727,000 
11,400,000 

13,127,000 

1,331,000 
9,769,000 

11,100,000 

172,131,000 
2,017,000,000 

............................ 

(2,189,131,000) 

2,063,000 
297,252,000 

77,095,000 
84,500,000 

2,650,041,000 

44,612,000 

18,467,000 

20,545,000 

···························· 

8,468,000 

2, 791,385,000 

Senate 

1,000,000 
31,000,000 

80,927,000 

242,642,000 
80,000,000 
30,151,000 

352,793,000 

3,672,626,000 
(54,000,000) 

1,616,000 
21,601,000 

23,217,000 

2,983,000 

26,200,000 

1,727,000 
10,468,000 

12,195,000 

1,331,000 
9,387,000 

10,718,000 

172,131,000 
1,898,269,000 

. ........................... 

(2,070,400,000) 

2,075,000 
286,170,000 

77,095,000 
80,952,000 

2,51 6,692,000 

43,358,000 

18,296,000 

20,545,000 

... ......................... 

8,474,000 

2,656,478,000 

Conference 

1,000,000 
26,000,000 

70,927,000 

322,642,000 

28,000,000 

350,642,000 

3,635,714,000 
(54,800,000) 

1,616,000 
21,384,000 

23,000,000 

2,850,000 

25,850,000 

1,727,000 
11 ,173,000 

12,900,000 

1,331,000 
9,669,000 

11,000,000 

172,131,000 
1,983,869,000 

(12,800,000) 

(2,168,800,000) 

2,160,000 
280,000,000 

77,095,000 
86,000,000 

2,601,255,000 

44,900,000 

18,450,000 

20,545,000 

···························· 

8,468,000 

2, 7 43,368,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+ 26,000,000 

+ 30,707,000 

-94,358,000 

+1,757,000 
-875,000 

-93,476,000 

+ 348,527,000 
(-200,000) 

+15,000 
+699,000 

+714,000 

-470,000 

+244,000 

t 13,000 
+ 1,333,000 

+ 1,346,000 

+24,000 
+631,000 

+655,000 

+6,354,000 
+ 170,646,000 
( + 12,800,000) 

(+ 189,800,000) 

+85,000 
+9,879,000 
+2,775,000 
+4,747,000 

+ 194,486,000 

·200,000 

+950,000 

+ 12,025,000 

-443,000 

-532,000 

+ 208,531,000 
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TITLE IV· RELATED AGENCIES 

Department of Transportation 

Maritime Administration 

Operating-differential sutJ.idles Olquldatlon of 
contract authority) •••••••••••••••••••••......•••....•..•...................••••••••.. ..••.••.• 

Operations and training ...••••••••.•••••••••.•..•.•••....••••••••••..•.•..•••••............• 
RHdy rnerve force: Maintenance, Operations, and facilities •••...•••• 

Fleet addition •.•••••••.•.••.•.•...•..•••••••••••••••.••...........•.•.•••.•..•..••.••.••....... 

Total, Ready reserve force •••.•.•...••••••••..•••••.........•.••.•......•.•........... 

Milltaly uaeful....ael obligation guarantees: 
Guaranteed loans subsidy .•....•.•.•.•.•.....•..•.••••.•••••••.••••••.•••••••••••..... 
Administrative expenses ••..•••••.••••••••••••...•....•.•....••••••••••••..•••••••••....• 

Total, Military useful-1 obligation guarantees ••....•.•..••••••.•..• 

Total, Maritime Administration •••••••......•.......................•••••••••..... 

Christopher Columbus Qulncentenary 
Jubilee Commission 

Salaries and expenses .•.....•••••••...•••....•.................•.......••••••••••....•...•.. 

Commission on Agricultural Workers 

Salaries and expenses .• ••••••••••..••••••••...•••••...........•...•......................... 

Commission on Immigration Reform 

Salaries and expenses •••••••••• ...•.........•.•••...••.•. ...•...•.•.•....................... 
(By transfe~ ••••••••.•...•••••••••••..•••••••••....••...•..............•.•..........•.••••...•.. 

Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe 

Salaries and expenses •.••••••....••...........................................•..•..••...... 

Competitiveness Policy Council 

Salaries and expenses ••••••••••••••••.....•••.•.................•••••••••••••••••• ..••...... 

Marine Mammal Commission 

Salaries and expenses •••.•.••••.•...••••..•.•..••.•.......••.•.•.........••••. ..........•... 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Federal Holiday Commission 

Salaries and expenses .....••.••••.••...........•••. ...••...•••• ..••.••...................... 

omce of the United States Trade Representative 

Salaries and expenses Oncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ....••••••.••.•.••.•••.••.... .... 

Small Business Administration 

Salaries and expenses ••••.•••••.•••...•..•.••••• •.•••••..•.....••.•••••••••..•.............. 
Office of Inspector General ••.•••••••••••••••••••.••••••........•..............••.•••...... 

Business Loans Program Account: 
Direct loans subsidy •••••••....••••.•••..•••••...••••.•....•..•................•••.•....... 
Guaranteed loans subsidy Oncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) •.•••••.•.•••.•••...... 
Administrative expenses (Incl. H.R. 2667 Supp.) •••••••..•.••••••.•••...... 

Total •.•.•..............•..•.•.••...••••.•.•.••...•• .....•.•. ...•..•••••••••....••••..•........ 

Disaster Loans Program Account: 
Direct loans subsidy Oncl. H.R. 2118 & 2667 Supps) .....••.•••••....... 
Administrative expenses ••••.•••••••••••••.•••...•..•.........•.•.........•.•..••........ 

Subtotal························································································ 

Contingency fund Qncl. H.R. 2667 Supp.) .......•....•..........••.......•.... 

Surety bond guarantees revoMng fund ••••.•....••••••..........................•.. 

Total, Small Business Administration ...•..•••.....••....•••••.•••.. ....••...... 

Thomas Jefferton Commemoration Commission 

Salaries and expenses Qncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) .•......•....••••••....•......• ,. 

Legal Services Corporation 

Payment to the Legal Services Corporation 2/ ..••.........••.••......•..•..... 

Total, Related agencies ••••••.••••••..•.•••••••....•••.••••.•.••.••••••.••.•.....•••... 
(Umitatlon on direct loans) ••••••..•••.••.•.•..•..••.•••••••••.•.•.••••••......... 
(Umitatlon on guaranteed loans) •••..••••.•.••..••••••••....••..••.•••......• 
(Liquidation of contract authority) ••••••••.•..••..••••••••...•...••••••..••..• 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

(225,000,000) 
71,736,000 

240,500,000 
200,000,000 

440,500,000 

48,000,000 
4,000,000 

52,000,000 

564,236,000 

200,000 

578,000 

300,000 
............................ 

1,102,000 

1,223,000 

1,260,000 

300,000 

20,492,000 

246,800,000 
8,300,000 

20,479,000 
388,920,000 
107,101,000 

516,500,000 

60,000,000 
78,cioo,ooo 

138,000,000 

(95,000,000) 

13,020,000 

922,620,000 

100,000 

357,300,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

(240,870,000) 
80,081,000 

140,000,000 
160,000,000 

300,000,000 

............................ 

............................ 

. ........................... 

380,081,000 

............................ 

............................ 

1,452,000 

················· ··········· 

1,099,000 

1,200,000 

1,290,000 

302,000 

20,143,000 

227,494,000 
9,454,000 

21,032,000 
191,955,000 
99,723,000 

312,710,000 

49,925,000 
80,106,000 

130,031,000 

............................ 
13,372,000 

693,061,000 

200,000 

525,515,000 

House 

(240,870,000) 
76,423,000 

140,000,000 
160,000,000 

300,000,000 

............................ 

. ........................... 

............................ 

376,423,000 

. ........................... 

. ........................... 

900,000 
............................ 

1,047,000 

1,140,000 

1,226,000 

300,000 

21,318,000 

243,326,000 
7,962,000 

22,994,000 
219,459,000 

94,737,000 

337. 190,000 

75,000,000 
76,101,000 

151,101,000 

............................ 
12,369,000 

751,948,000 

62,000 

............................ 

1,869, 711,000 1,624,343,000 1,154,364,000 

(225,000,000) (240,870,000) (240,870,000) 

Senate Conference 

(240,870,000) (240,870,000) 
76,423,000 76,423,000 

136,000,000 138,000,000 
160,000,000 160,000,000 

298,000,000 298,000,000 

............................ . ........................... 

............................ . ........................... 

............................ . ........................... 

374,423,000 37 4,423,000 

............................ ......................... ... 

............................ . ........................... 

500,000 618,000 
.. .......................... (500,000) 

1,099,000 1,099,000 

1,140,000 1,140,000 

1,290,000 1,290,000 

500,000 500,000 

20,143,000 20,600,000 

215,000,000 258,900,000 
7,962,000 7,962,000 

21,032,000 16,946,000 
191,955,000 196,041 ,000 
94,737,000 94,737,000 

------
307,724,000 - 307,724,000 

65,000,000 ............................ 
76,101,000 76,101,000 

141,101,000 76,101,000 

(75,000,000) (140,000,000) 

12,369,000 7,000,000 

684,156,000 657,687,000 

............................ 62,000 

349,000,000 400,000,000 

1,432,251,000 1,457,419,000 

(240,870,000) (240,870,000) 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

( + 15,870,000) 
+4,687,000 

·1 02,500,000 
-40,000,000 

·142,500,000 

·48,000,000 
-4,000,000 

·52,000,000 

-189,813,000 

·200,000 

·578,000 

+318,000 
(+500,000) 

-3,000 

-83,000 

+30,000 

+200,000 

+108,000 

+ 12, 1 00,000 
-338,000 

·3,533,000 
·192,879,000 

·12,364,000 

-208,776,000 

-60,000,000 
·1,899,000 

-61,899,000 

( + 45,000,000) 

-6,020,000 

-264,933,000 

-38,000 

+42,700,000 

·412,292,000 

( + 15,870,000) 
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lTTLE V- DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Administration of Foreign Affairs 

Diplomatic and Consular Programs 3/ •.•......••.................•................. 
Salaries and expenses 3 I ................................................................. . 

Registration fees ..••.••..•.••...••.•.•...•....•...........................................•.. 

Total ....•.................••••.•...•........•..••.....•.................•............••........... 

Buying power maintenance .•••••••••.•••••.••••••••.••••..•.•••••••.••..•....•••...•.•... 
omce of Inspector General .............................................................. .. 
Repr ... ntatlon all~ .•...•......•.....•.................•...........•..••..........• 
Protection of foreign minions and officials •.••••.•..••••..•..•.•.....•••...•.•... 
Acquisition and maintenance of buildings abroad ..........................•. 
N- Diplomatic posts ••••••.•..••••••••••.••••.••.•.•.•••.•••..••••••..•.••.•••....•....•.••.• 
Emergencies In the diplomatic and consular service ....................... . 

Repatriation loans program account: 
Direct loans subsidy .••.•....••••••.•..•••.•...•••..•.••.•....••. •..•...••••. ..•.•...•.•••• 
(Umltatlon on direct loans) ••••.....••••..•.•..••••••.•....•••••...••.••••.•.•....••.••• 
Administrative expenses ••••••..•••..•.••••••......•..•..•.....•..•.....•............•... 

Total ..••.•.•...........••• ...••••.•...•..........•................................................ 

Payment to the American Institute In Taiwan ........••.•.•...•................•.. 

Payment to the Foreign Service Retirement and 
Disability Fund ................................................................................ .. 

Total, Administration of Foreign Affairs ...................................... .. 

International Organizations and Conferences 

Contributions to International organizations .................................... . 
Arrearage payments ............................................ : ......................... . 
Arrearage payments, advance appropriation, FY 1995 ............... .. 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

Contributions for International peacekeeping activities .................... . 
Arrearage payments ...................................................................... . 
Arrearage payments, advance appropriation, FY 1995 ............... .. 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

International conferences and contingencies .................................. . 

Total, International Organizations and Conferences ................. .. 

International Commissions 

International Boundary and Water Commission, United 
States and Mexico: 

Salaries and expenses ................................................................. .. 
Construction ................................................................................. .. 

American sections, International commissions ............................... .. 
International fisheries commissions .................................................. . 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

Other 

United States Bilateral Science and Technology Agreements ......... . 
Payment to the Asia Foundation ...................................................... . 
Russian, Eurasian, and East European research and 
training program .............................................................................. . 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Total, Department of State ......................................................... .. 

RELATED AGENCIES 

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 

Arms control and disarmament activities ......................................... .. 

Board for International Broadcasting 

Grants and expenses ........................................................................ . 
Israel Relay Station (rescission) & (H.R. 2118 Resc.) ........................ . 

Commission for the Preservation of America's 
Heritage Abroad 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

2, 134,000,000 
700,000 

2,134,700,000 

14,000,000 
24,055,000 

4,900,000 
10,814,000 

570,500,000 
25,000,000 

8,000,000 

624,000 
(780,000) 
193,000 

817,000 

15,543,000 

119,082,000 

2,927,411 ,000 

820,495,000 
92,719,000 

913,214,000 

438,323,000 
21,992,000 

460,315,000 

5,600,000 

1 ,379,129,000 

11,330,000 
14,790,000 
4,403,000 

14,200,000 

44,723,000 

4,500,000 
16,693,000 

4,961,000 

26,154,000 

4,377,417,000 

46,500,000 

220,000,000 
-180,000,000 

200,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

1 ,667,584,000 
506,416,000 

700,000 

2,174,700,000 

4,000,000 
24,055,000 

4,881,000 
10,814,000 

420,500,000 
............................ 

8,000,000 

624,000 
(780,000) 
193,000 

817,000 

15,484,000 

125,084,000 

2,788,335,000 

860,885,000 
97,719,000 

163,016,000 

1 '121 ,620,000 

597,744,000 
21,992,000 
21,992,000 

641 '728,000 

6,600,000 

1 '769,948,000 

11,330,000 
14,790,000 
4,403,000 

14,200,000 

44,723,000 

4,500,000 
16,693,000 

···························· 

21,193,000 

4,624,199,000 

62,500,000 

220,000,000 

···························· 

200,000 

House 

1 ,612,206,000 
481,416,000 

665,000 

2,094,287,000 

3,800,000 
23,469,000 

4,780,000 
10,551,000 

381,481,000 
............................ 

7,805,000 

186,000 
............................ 
............................ 

186,000 

15,165,000 

125,084,000 

2,666,608,000 

401,607,000 
20,892,000 

422,499,000 

5,463,000 

427,962,000 

11,054,000 
14,051,000 
4,290,000 

14,200,000 

43,595,000 

4,275,000 
16,287,000 

.......................... .. 

20,562,000 

3, 158,727,000 

47,279,000 

............................ 
-180,000,000 

200,000 

Senate 

1 ,653,184,000 
455,816,000 

665,000 

2, 1 09,665,000 

3,000,000 
23,469,000 

4,780,000 
10,551,000 

41 0,000,000 
.................. .......... 

7,805,000 

593,000 
............................ 

183,000 

776,000 

15,165,000 

125,084,000 

2,710,295,000 

860,885,000 
44,041,000 

904,926,000 

422,744,000 
21,992,000 

444,736,000 

6,600,000 

1,356,262,000 

11,330,000 
14,790,000 
4,290,000 

18,200,000 

48,610,000 

4,275,000 
15,000,000 

... ...... ................... 

19,275,000 

4,134,442,000 

58,000,000 

206,000,000 
............................ 

200,000 

Conference 

1 '704,589,000 
396,722,000 

665,000 

2,101 ,976,000 

............................ 
23,469,000 

4,780,000 
10,551,000 

41 0,000,000 

···························· 
7,805,000 

593,000 
............................ 

183,000 

776,000 

15,165,000 

125,084,000 

2,699,606,000 

860,885,000 

860,885,000 

401 ,607,000 

401,607,000 

6,000,000 

.1 ,268,492,000 

11,200,000 
14,400,000 
4,290,000 

16,200,000 

46,090,000 

4,275,000 
16,000,000 

..... ... .. .... .............. 

20,275,000 

4,034,463,000 

53,500,000 

210,000,000 
............................ 

200,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+ 1 '704,589,000 
-1,737,278,000 

·35,000 

-32,724,000 

-14,000,000 
-586,000 
·120,000 
·263,000 

·160,500,000 
-25,000,000 

-195,000 

-31,000 
(-780,000) 

·10,000 

·41,000 

-378,000 

+6,002,000 

-227,805,000 

+ 40,390,000 
-92,719,000 

-52,329,000 

-36,716,000 
-21,992,000 

-58,708,000 

+400,000 

-11 0,637,000 

-130,000 
·390,000 
-113,000 

+2,000,000 

+ 1,367,000 

·225,000 
-693,000 

·4,961,000 

·5,879,000 

-342,954,000 

+7,000,000 

· 1 0,000,000 
+ 180,000,000 

... .. ....................... 
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Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies, FY 1994 Appropriations 
Bill (H.R. 2519)- Continued 

International Trade Commission 

Salaries and expenses ----·--·-··· .......................................................... . 

Japan - United States Friendship Commission 

Japan - Unhed States Friendship Trust Fund ................................... . 
(Foreign currency appropriation) ....................................... ........... . 

United States Information Agency 

Salaries and ex pen- ..................................................................... .. 
Office of Inspector General .............................................................. .. 
Educational and cultural exchange programs ................................ .. 
Eisenhower Exchange Fellowship Program, trust fund ................... .. 
Israeli Arab ICholar.hip program ..................................................... .. 
Alldio construction ............................................................................ . 
Broadcasting to Cuba ....................................................................... . 
East-West Center ............................................................................... . 
Ruaian Far East technical assistance center ................................... . 
North/South Center .......................................................................... . 
National Endowment for Democracy ................................................ . 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Total, related agencies ................................................... ............. . 

Total, title V, Department of State and related agencies ........... .. 

Grand total ................................................................................... . 
Fiscal year 1994 ............................... .. ... ............ ... .............. . . 
Fiscal year 1~ .................................................................. . 

(By transfer) ............................................................................. . 
(Limitation on admlnlstratille expenses) ................................ .. 
(Umitalion on direct loans) ...................................................... . 
(Liquidation of contract authority) ........................................... . 
(Foreign currency appropriation) ............................................ . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

44,852,000 

1,250,000 
(1,420,000) 

736,693,000 
4,390,000 

223,447,000 
300,000 
397,000 

103,647,000 
28,531,000 
26,000,000 

2,000,000 
8,700,000 

30,000,000 

1,164,105,000 

1,296,907,000 

5,67 4,324,000 

23,616,242,000 
(23,616,242,000) 

(55,000,000) 
(3,181,000) 

(780,000) 
(225,000,000) 

(1,420,000) 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

45,416,000 

1,250,000 
(1,420,000) 

773,024,000 
4,390,000 

242,922,000 
300,000 
159,000 

103,620,000 
28,351,000 
26,000,000 

............................ 

............................ 
50,000,000 

1,228,766,000 

1,558,132,000 

6, 182,331,000 

24,928,085,000 
(24, 7 43,077 ,000) 

(185,008,000) 
(61,400,000) 

(3,395,000) 
(780,000) 

(240,870,000) 
(1 ,420,000) 

House Senate 

44,391,000 42,000,000 

1,250,000 1,250,000 
(1,420,000) (1,420,000) 

730,000,000 741,693,000 
4,247,000 4,247,000 

217,650,000 250,702,000 
300,000 300,000 
159,000 159,000 

75,164,000 57,620,000 
............................ 28,351,000 

23,000,000 26,000,000 
............................ ............................ 

8,000,000 ............................. 
............................ 35,000,000 

1,058,520,000 1,144,072,000 

971,640,000 1,451,522,000 

4,130,367,000 5,585,964,000 

20,839,956,000 23,540,<484,000 
(20,839,956,000) (23,540,<484,000) 
. ........................... ............................ 

(55,544,000) (54,000,000) 
(3,100,000) (3,395,000) 

···························· ............................ 
(240,870,000) (240,870,000) 

(1,420,000) (1,420,000) 

1 f The State Justice Institute is authorized to submit its budget directly to Congress. The President's budget proposes eilmlnallon of the Institute. 

Conference 
compared with 

Conference enacted 

43,500,000 -1,352,000 

1,250,000 ....... ......... ............ 
(1,420,000) ·· ······ ···················· 

730,000,000 -6,693,000 
4,247,000 -1 43,000 

242,000,000 + 18,553,000 
300,000 ························· ··· 
159,000 -238,000 

75,164,000 -28,483,000 
21,000,000 -7,531,000 
26,000,000 . ........................... 

.................. .......... -2,000,000 
8,700,000 . ........................... 

35,000,000 +5,000,000 

1,142,570,000 -21,535,000 

1,451,020,000 + 154,113,000 

5,485,483,000 -1 88,841 ,000 

23,396,781,000 -219,461,000 
(23,396, 781,000) (-219,461,000) 
. ........................... ········ ········· ····· ······ 

(55,300,000) (+300,000) 
(3,395,000) (+214,000) 

............................ (-780,000) 
(240,870,000) ( + 15,870,000) 

(1,420,000) ········· ·· ··· ··· ··········· 

2/ The Legal Services Corporation Is authorized to submit its budget request directly to Congress. The President's budget includes $432,000,000 for the Corporation. Includes 
H.R. 2667 Supp.H.R. 2667 Supp. 

3/ The President's budget included this request In a combined Salaries and expenses account which totaled $2,17 4,000,000. 
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, a number 

of questions have been raised on the intent of 
the conferees regarding the appropriations for 
the U.S. Information Agency educational and 
cultural exchange programs account. 

The House proposed an appropriation of 
$217,650,000 for this USIA appropriation ac
count and provided 95 percent of. adjusted 
current services for programs. The House al
lowance also assumed that Freedom Support 
Act exchange programs that had been pre
viously funded by the Foreign Operations, Ex
port Financing, and Related Programs Appro
priations Act should continue to be funded by 
that act. The House report did not provide a 
table detailing recommended funding levels for 
each program. 

The Senate version of H.R. 2519 provided 
$250,702,000 for the educational and cultural 
exchange programs account and Senate Re
port 1 03-1 05 on pages 115 and 116 provided 
a table that provides recommended funding 
levels by exchange program. The Senate also 
concurred with the House and deleted funding 
requested by the administration for Freedom 
Support Act exchanges. Finally, and most im
portantly, the Senate recommended that 
$19,255,000 in exchange support costs be 
supported from within funds provided for the 
educational and cultural exchange program 
account. 

The conferees agreed to provide 
$242,000,000 for the educational and cultural 
exchange programs account, but did not pro
vide a table detailing recommendations by ex
change program. The conferees did, however, 
note that increases should be provided for the 
following programs; the International Visitor 
Program, the Fulbright and other academic 
programs-to include Vietnamese student ex
changes and CAMPU8-the Claude and Mil
dred Pepper Scholarship Program, various 
new exchange programs-to include the Mike 
Mansfield Fellowship Program and exchanges 
for Pacific Island nations in the Western and 
South Pacific, if authorized-the American 
Studies Program-if authorized, and the Hum
phrey Fellowship. This approach was taken 
because the House felt that we should provide 
flexibility to the Director of USIA in the funding 
levels for various exchanges, and that the 
USIA should submit a reprogramming pro
posal to the House and Senate Appropriations 
Committees. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately the Statement of 
Managers inadvertently omitted to mention 
that the conferees had also agreed to include 
exchange support costs within the educational 
and cultural exchange programs appropriation. 
account. It is my belief that the reprogramming 
that USIA sends to us should include at least 
$13 million for exchange support costs. 

I hope that this statement clears up any 
confusion regarding the conferees intent. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman 
made the point. I think we have to as
sist countries like Albania, but can the 
Members tell me anything that dis
allows the State Department of the 
United States to enter into a contract 
with an agency such as the Endowment 
for Democracy that could not provide 
funds for countries like Albania? Why 

694>59 0-97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 18) 5 

does this have to be a direct earmarked 
amount of money that has been unac
countable to the Congress or to the 
President or to the State Department? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is not unac
countable, I would say to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. If it is accountable, 
does the chairman of the subcommittee 
know all the consultants? Does the 
chairman know all the people that 
have used money to travel including 
Members of the House and Senate? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, in the first 2 
years when the NED set up there were 
some abuses. I do not think they have 
had those abuses since. In the first 2 
years they could not make the grants 
because there were not institutions 
that could take the funds and use them 
wisely. The NED made the grants too 
fast, but that is not going on now. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I would ask the 
gentleman, is there any reason why the 
same activities carried on in Albania 
could not be carried on through con
tract arrangements with the State De
partment, and without a direct ear
mark to the Endowment for Democ
racy? 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
LOWEY}. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the committee posi
tion on the National Endowment for 
Democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the Kan
jorski amendment, which would insist on the 
House position eliminating funding for the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy. 

I oppose the Kanjorski amendment because 
the Endowment and its four core grantees
the National Democratic Institute, the Inter
national Republican Institute, the Center for 
International Private Enterprise and the Free 
Trade Union Institute-provide the best kind of 
aid the United States can provide. They export 
democracy. 

I know. I have seen the Endowment's work. 
In April, as a member of the Appropriation 

Committee's Subcommittee on Foreign Oper
ations, I participated in the leadership's study 
mission to Russia and Ukraine. When our del
egation arrived in Kiev, in Ukraine, we were 
met by Sarah Farnsworth, who heads a two
persott National Democratic Institute team in 
Kiev. 

Sarah, a young political organizer from the 
United States, told us that her job in Ukraine 
is to teach Ukranians how to run a modern de
mocracy. She advises political parties and 
local officials. She works with city councils and 
with the Ukranian parliament. 

And every Ukranian we talked to told us 
how important her work is. After all, Ukraine is 
a new democracy and after decades under the 

Soviet boot, Ukranians need American know
how to help tnem make democracy work. 

Sarah's work is typical of programs the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy Funds 
throughout the world. 

In Cambodia, the National Democrat and 
Republican Institutes worked to organize the 
first democratic elections ever held in that 
country. Young Americans spent a year living 
in Cambodia, risking their lives to give the 
people of that country a chance for peace and 
democracy after decades of war and geno
cide. 

In Russia, the ·National Democratic Institute 
is working with Russian television, civic orga
nizations, and political parties to promote voter 
education and participation in the election 
scheduled for December. Recent events in 
Russia demonstrate just how essential such 
United States-Russian cooperation is if real 
democracy is to take hold. 

In South Africa, the National Democratic 
and Republican Institutes are there helping to 
organize next April's election which will lead to 
the establishment of a democratic South Africa 
and the dismantling of apartheid. 

In short, the Endowment and its core grant
ees, are all over the world helping to create 
that new world order we talk about so much. 

It is inconceivable that we would cut funding 
for a program that has done so much to build 
democracy in places that have never known 
democracy 

The National Endowment for Democracy de
serves our support. It is one Government 
agency that would make Thomas Jefferson 
proud. 

Defeat this amendment. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. HARMAN]. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
join Presidents Clinton, Bush, Reagan, 
Carter, Ford, and Nixon, and many col
leagues in support for $35 million for 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy. 

I can personally attest to the impor
tance and effectiveness of NED-funded 
activities, having participated in a 
number of programs of the National 
democratic Institute [NDI]. NDI is a 
core grantee of the NED, as is the Na
tional Republican Institute [NRI]. 

In 1988, I served as a member of the 
bipartisan international observer dele
gation to the historic presidential pleb
iscite which led to the defeat of Gen
eral Pinochet. That delegation was led 
by Bruce Babbitt and former President 
Adolfo Suarez of Spain. NDI's program 
and other NED-funded activities pro
vided timely support to Chile's free 
elections movement which spearheaded 
the country's return to democracy 
after 16 years of brutal dictatorship. 

In 1990, I participated in bipartisan 
political development programs in 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia in prepa
ration for their first multiparty elec
tions in nearly 50 years. As Vaclav 
Havel has noted, NDI was one of the 
first supporting actors in the demo
cratic resolution in the Czech and Slo
vak Republics and contributed signifi
cantly to the country's first free elec
tions. 
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From my experience, the success of 

NED-funded programs in these three 
countries alone would have justified 
the Endowment's entire worldwide 
budget. Today, requests for assistance 
from democratic leaders overseas far 
outstrip the Endowment's modest re
sources. 

I have witnessed the importance of 
these highly innovative democratic de
velopment programs and believe that 
they represent a convergence of the 
moral and strategic interests of the 
United States. The promotion of de
mocracy and human rights not only re
flects the best values of our country, 
but serves our strategic interests by 
promoting a more peaceful world. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
motion and support this valuable pro
gram. 

0 1410 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER], a very valued member of 
our committee. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, the debate today over 
NED funding is, part of a larger debate 
that has gained momentum as the cold 
war recedes into the past, a debate over 
the direction that America will play in 
the coming years in promoting its in
terests overseas. 

Will we turn inward or look outward? 
History tells us that retreating in

ward is a shortsighted and ultimately 
destructive path for our Nation. In an 
increasingly linked and interdependent 
world, it is in our national interest 
that we take every opportunity to 
project our values outward-to peoples 
beyond our shores. 

We must use tools other than diplo
macy or the force of arms to ensure 
that communism does not reemerge in 
nations that have only recently shaken 
its yoke and is buried in the nations 
where it remains-including China, 
Cuba, Vietnam, and North Korea. 
Those tools include VOA and the surro
gate radio RFE, RL, RFA, and yes 
NED. NED is in fact one of the best 
tools we have to project our Nation's 
values-human rights, rule of law, 
democratic institutions and a market 
oriented economy and it deserves our 
support. 

NED has been criticized for providing 
grants to labor and business, Repub
licans and Democrats. From a political 
standpoint this approach gives every
one something to dislike about the ac
tivities of NED. It seems to me, how
ever, that the activities funded by NED 
accurately reflect the very diversity of 
our Nation that we are trying to pro
mote in countries whose institutions 
have been monolithic and centrally 
controlled for generations. Our goal as 
a nation-and de Tocqueville would not 
be surprised to see America promoting 

this concept-is to foster a wealth of 
institutions, both public and private, 
in emerging democracies. We have done 
it here at home and these institutions 
are the backbone of our pluralistic sys-

. tern. It is in our best interests to help 
other nations develop alternatives to 
central planning. NED is serving a 
vital national need that we should be 
supporting now more than ever. I hope 
that Members will recognize that ce
menting the gains we have made dur
ing the cold war is essential to our own 
future prosperity and support the con
ference report funding for NED. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I often
times come to the floor to encourage 
my colleagues to vote against the 
space station, to vote against the ad
vanced solid rocket motor, and to try 
to lead efforts to reform Congress. In 
the spirit of all three of those things, I 
encourage my colleagues today to sup
port the reforms that we are making in 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, and we are making those reforms. 

There are three reasons why we 
should support the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN] in his efforts. 
First of all, the world is changing and 
we must respond to those changes. Who 
would have imagined 5 years ago that 
Mr. Mandela and Mr. de Klerk would be 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize? Who 
would have imagined many of us would 
have viewed or had an opportunity to 
see Mr. Arafat and Mr. Rabin shake 
hands on the White House lawn? We 
must respond to those efforts of peace 
in the world. 

Second, we need to be proactive. We 
have spent hours of debate over the few 
weeks on Haiti and Somalia. Let us be 
proactive so as not to get into those 
situations, and the National Endow
ment for Democracy can help us not 
become engulfed in those situations. 

Finally, we have reformed this pro
gram. We have gone down from your 
vote a few months ago, from $48 to $35 
million. And we have come up with bet
ter auditing and accounting principles 
to account for money spent in this pro
gram. 

I encourage my colleagues, with a 
tough vote, to support the National En
dowment for Democracy. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN], 
the ranking Republican on the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am ple.ased to rise in 
strong support for the funding con
tained in this appropriations con
ference report for the National Endow
ment for Democracy. I commend the 
leadership of the House conferees, spe
cifically the chairman of the Sub-

committee on Commerce, Justice, 
State and Judiciary Subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] and 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS], the ranking Republican mem
ber, and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BERMAN] who serves on our For
eign Affairs Committee for their ef
forts to continue funding for this im
portant tool of our Nation's foreign 
policy. 

As recent events have dramatized, no 
single foreign policy challenge facing 
the United States today in the postcold 
war era is of greater importance than 
helping the former States of the Soviet 
Union and other countries as they 
make the transition to democracy. 
This is a long and difficult process. 
Many of these countries remain in tur
moil and will for years to come. A re
turn to authoritarian order would im
pose a threat to our national interests 
and to the prospects for a peaceful 
world. 

That is why it is so important to as
sist those who are trying to build de
mocracy in the successor States of the 
Soviet Union, and the other courageous 
countries who share our values. If they 
succeed, it will serve American inter
ests. It will mean lower defense costs, 
more stable trading partners, fewer ref
ugees who must flee tyranny, and a 
more stable world. 

Cementing this stability is one of the 
best arguments for continuation of the 
National Endowment for Democracy. It 
is a cost effective program that seeks 
to help people organize to meet the 
challenges of managing and running 
democratic governments. Establishing 
democratic institutions is often a mat
ter of breaking new ground and, there
fore, requires the kind of reliable sup
port provided by NED. Withdrawing 
from these commitments, and the pro
grams the organizations and its grant
ees already have underway would un
dermine the goals which we all seek. 

We are reorienting our priorities in 
the post-cold-war era. Our Nation's em
phasis is one of supporting the transi
tion to democratic governments and· to 
securing our national interests by cre
ating the environment for a politically, 
and economically stable world. NED is 
our frontline force to carry out these 
policies. Accordingly, I urge my col
leagues to reject any effort to cut fund
ing for the National Endowment for 
Democracy and agree to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

As the Wall Street Journal editorial
ized yesterday, October 20, 1993: 

It's abundantly obvious that many emerg
ing nations need help in constructing demo
cratic institutions (the U.S. hardly got it 
right overnight) and a vote to support the 
Endowment would show that the House rec
ognizes that fact. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEY
ERS). 
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Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak

er, I rise in strong support of the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express my 
support for the appropriation for the National 
Endowment for Democracy and ask my col
leagues to reverse the House's decision and 
join me in support of this vital program. This 
vote will be one that our children and grand
children will look back upon as one that de
cided whether the United States would offer 
support to countries trying to develop demo
cratic systems. 

Mr. Speaker, we all rejoiced when Boris 
Yeltsin was victorious in his confrontation with 
the Communist-era Supreme Soviet. Yet for 
that victory to mean anything, the Russian 
parliamentary elections scheduled for Decem
ber must be free and fair and elect a par
liament committed to reform and democracy. 
Shouldn't the United States provide some as
sistance to the pro-democracy candidates and 
parties? The National Endowment for Democ
racy is the best-and in many cases the 
only-way to provide this assistance. Or are 
we willing to see an election where the neo
Communists, Fascists, and ultra-nationalists 
have the organizational advantage? It would 
be a bitter irony indeed, if the forces loyal to 
Rutskoi and Khasbulatov could win this elec
tion because they had a better political ma
chine than the democratic reformers. 

The National Endowment for Democracy 
was developed during the cold war, and 
played an important role in ending com
munism. Yet it is still vitally important in con
solidating that victory. It is still an open ques
tion whether these formerly Communist coun
tries will become democracies or disintegrate 
into ethnic civil wars. If you would prefer to 
send trade missions overseas rather than 
peacekeeping troops, support the NED. It is 

-·important. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. I thank 
the gentleman from California, [Mr. 
BERMAN], chairman, of the subcommit
tee, as well as the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Iowa, 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

I rise in very, very strong support of 
the committee's action. The $35 mil
lion to further democracy is certainly 
one of the best investments we will 
make this year. As you have heard the 
gentlewoman from California say, 
every living President, Republican and 
Democratic, supports NED. Why? Be
cause they have confronted firsthand 
the challenge of enshrining and fur
thering democracy around the world, 
which is in the best interest of every 
American and it is in the best interest 
of international stability and security. 

This is one, as I said before, of the 
best investments we will make this 
year. We ought not to shrink from the 
world, we ought to engage it. 

I would respond to my friend from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] when he 

implies that the Democratic Party and 
the Republican Party are somehow spe
cial interests-they are indeed in the 
general interest. The parties have phil
osophical differences, but something 
that they have in common with one an
other is a belief in democracy, in free
dom, and in justice. And it is together, 
because that is our common interest 
and our common cause. 

We go abroad and we encourage those 
who reach for freedom, who reach for 
democracy, who reach for the dream 
that they call American democracy, as 
Vaclev Havel said on this floor to a 
joint session. We reach out to them not 
in a partisan sense but in an American 
sense. That is why this program en
gages both parties. 

Then, yes, we have differences. Labor 
and business have differences, they 
have different perspectives; but a per
spective that they share in common is 
that democracy leads to the welfare of 
all of us and leads to the welfare of 
both labor and of business. That is why 
I suggest to my friend from Pennsylva
nia that we have adopted a program 
that brings together the partisans in 
this country, business and labor, to say 
that while we have differences, it is not 
on the importance of furthering democ
racy in this globe. I believe that we 
ought to support this program as 
strongly as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KANJORSKI] on his time, as I do 
not have any time remaining. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of the National Endowment 
for Democracy. 

This is a program that works and that we 
need to have continue with its work. It is a 
program strongly supported by our President 
and by two former Presidents. It is a program 
vigorously supported by Presidents of foreign 
countries who have come to power through 
democratic means and who are now in need 
of America's help in building democratic insti
tutions. 

Mr. Speaker, it is true that we are witness 
to an unprecedented era of democratization 
across the globe and that more people are liv
ing more freely than ever before. But the sad 
truth is that the clear majority of the member 
States in the United Nations lack even the su
perficial trappings of the rule of law based on 
justice. Even in places where progress has 
apparently been achieved, events in Moscow 
are a stark reminder of just how very fragile 
progress may be. Mr. Speaker, to vote against 
NED would destroy an organization that has 
actively and constructively furthered democ
racy worldwide and seriously cripple a major 
U.S. foreign policy objective to shore up de
mocracies worldwide. The fact is we have 
spent hundreds of billions of dollars on de
fense and on arming other countries in the 
name of making the world safe for democ
racy-how can we now-with the wave of the 
future surely being one of democracy, not in
vest $35 million to solidify our gains and ulti
mately ensure their success. Why now, at the 
very moment when we are perched on the 

threshold of realizing the sacrifices we have 
made as a Nation and a people in the name 
of democracy, human rights, and freedom, 
would we stop a program specifically man
dated to help groups construct and build upon 
the democratic gains already made. Frankly, 
Mr. Speaker., NED is needed more now than 
ever before. 

As cochairman of the Commission on Secu
rity and Cooperation in Europe, I am particu
larly familiar with NED's work in East-Central 
Europe and in Russia. Nobody needs to be re
minded of the sweeping changes we have 
seen in those regions-changes that continue 
to impress and inspire. But while communism 
seemed to collapse overnight, democracy will 
take years to secure, and while NED's assist
ance has directly contributed to the democratic 
changes that have already taken place in 
East-Central Europe and in Russia, I want to 
stress that NED's continuing assistance will be 
vital to ensure that democracy survives. 

Mr. Speaker, how can we seriously speak of 
denying tools by which to construct their 
democratic future to those very people and 
groups who look to the United States and its 
arsenal of democracy as a beacon of hope
and of what can be. Are we prepared to say 
to these people that having won the cold-war 
we are no longer interested in ensuring demo
cratic systems and maintaining peace and sta
bility. This is not only short-sighted, it will in 
the long run undermine all our successes. 

Across the former Soviet Union, all but one 
of the newly independent states has an ex
Communist as its president. Gradually we 
have seen the restoration of the old elite. This 
is not good news for the long-term prospects 
for democracy. Azerbaijan and Armenia re
main locked in battle in one of the bloodiest 
and longest running conflicts in the former So
viet Union. In the past year, thousands in 
Georgia have been killed and many more 
have become refugees in the war with 
Abkhazia. Georgia's defeat several weeks ago 
and the fall of the Abkhaz capital, to Abkhaz 
forces aided by Russians and northern Cauca
sians, have inaugurated a new stage in the 
multiple crises that have bedeviled this beau
tiful country. The fact is, Mr. Speaker, we have 
yet to read the final chapter on democratiza
tion. If we refuse to assist fledgling democ
racies we will have dictated a better ending to 
a peace that could have yielded institutions to 
protect and promote human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is a cost-saving mech
anism this is it. It is an investment in our fu
ture and in America's security. For a small 
amount today, we can in the long-term save 
literally billions of dollars. The reason is sim
ple: democracies do not go to war with other 
democracies, democracies attempt to resolve 
conflicts in peaceful ways, democracies make 
valuable trading partners, and democracies 
honor the rights of its citizens. Today, we are 
asked to make a small investment in people 
and programs that can yield extraordinary divi
dends in years to come if we keep the vision 
within sight. The real fact is that we cannot af
ford the failure of those groups, individuals 
and programs that NED supports. It is in our 
national interests that democracy be actively 
promoted abroad. 

Just in the past year NED has provided as
sistance in almost 80 countries-in Africa, 
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Asia, Europe, Latin America and the Middle 
East. It has supported women's leadership 
conferences, election monitoring activities, po
litical party training programs, grassroots par
ticipation and technical assistance to local 
governments, political parties, parliaments, 
businesses and civic groups. Our support for 
NED has been a small investment that has al
ready delivered a tremendous return and 
promises much more. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand my colleagues' 
concern that NED's funds be carefully and 
comprehensively accounted for and spent 
wisely. Certainly, we all have a responsibility 
to ensure that taxpayer dollars are responsibly 
spent. The fact is that NED has already in
creased internal auditing to ensure that its re
sources are used as cost-effectively as pos
sible. Frankly, killing the endowment will send 
a terrible signal to the numerous democratic 
organizations that depend on NED for assist
ance. It will send a terrible signal to the brave 
individuals around the world who rely on 
NED's commitment to democracy. It will send 
a terrible signal to the fledgling democracies at 
a time when they need our determined sup
port. In short, it will be a terrible mistake. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Maryland in order that I may ask him 
a question. 

Mr. HOYER. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, if it is so good for de
mocracy that the Republican Party 
and the Democratic Party and the 
Chamber of Commerce and the AFL
CIO are getting together and spending 
this money, particularly here in the 
House, would the gentleman not agree 
that part of democracy is disclosure? 
And does the gentleman not think then 
that it is responsible that the NED and 
its grantees disclose how many con
gressional staff and how many Mem
bers of the House and Senate travel of 
these funds but do not make public dis
closure to their constituents and to the 
taxpayers? 

Mr. HOYER. I would say to my friend 
from Pennsylvania that there is no 
doubt in my mind that the institutes 
and that the National Endowment for 
Democracy will in fact disclose such 
information as the committees believe 
appropriate to carry out their over
sight responsibilities. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. The committee has 
never asked for it. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds in order to respond 
to the gentleman. 

No. 1, I take umbrage, as chairman of 
the subcommittee with oversight juris
diction over the National Endowment 
for Democracy, I take umbrage at the 
implication that there is no oversight, 
that this committee does not do its 
job, that this committee does not have 
access to any piece of information that 
it wants from either the National En
dowment for Democracy or any of its 
core grantees. The fact is there is over-

sight, there is a description of every 
single program, there is a description 
of exactly how these core grantees do 
business. If the gentleman from Penn
sylvania wants a specific piece of infor
mation, then the gentleman can in
quire. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER], a 
member of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the National Endowment for Democ
racy. Some around here have talked 
about the need to bring about this $35 
million cut in the name of deficit re
duction. Well, quite frankly, the idea 
of believing that you can cut NED in 
the name of deficit reduction is about 
as smart as a weight-loss program that 
advocates losing 10 pounds by cutting 
off your arm. Killing NED is something 
best proposed during "Be Kind to Dic
tators Week." If NED dies, there will 
be applause the world over. Unfortu
nately, it will resonate from the head
quarters of every military strong-man, 
antidemocratic warlord, Communist 
apparatchik and local meeting of Fu
ture Dictators Anonymous. 

On the other hand, if NED goes for
ward, there will also be cheers. Mr. 
Speaker, in this case, they will be led 
by the captains of groups and parties 
who are on the front lines of democ
racy-building in places as far away as 
China, Russia, Southern Africa, South
east Asia, and central Europe. 

Mr. Speaker, it is easy to claim vic
tory, to claim to support to democracy 
when you sit behind a very comfortable 
desk here in Washington, DC. On the 
other hand, it is tough to fight for 
those principles in the face of police 
states, fascist thugs and Communist 
dictators. When you fight for democ
racy in places like China, Cambodia, 
and Tibet, you put your life on the 
line. 

Fang Lizhi, known as China's 
Sakharov, has done just that, and he 
strongly supports National Endowment 
for Democracy funding. It is very much 
the same thing throughout Central and 
Eastern Europe. Communism has large 
collapsed, but democracy has not yet 
won. Just as the cold war was a 45-
year, twilight struggle between good 
and evil, the ultimate victory of de
mocracy, human rights, and human 
dignity will not be achieved in a year 
or two. That is why Vytautus 
Landsbergis and Elena Bonner strongly 
support the NED. There is no longer 
one major battle between democracy 
and dictatorship personified by the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 
Instead, democracy and dictatorship 
are engaged in 100 guerrilla wars 
around the world. We cannot fight 
those wars. As we learned in Somalia 
and Bosnia, United States troops can
not maintain peace and freedom every-

where. But we can provide some mea
ger assistance to those who are on the 
front lines in those fights . We do not 
help them because it is nice, we do not 
send tax dollars overseas because of 
feel-good humanitarian reasons; we do 
it because it is in our rock-solid na
tional interest that democracy prevail 
in those struggles. 

I urge support for the National En
dowment for Democracy. We have to 
move ahead and give these people an 
opportunity to enjoy the same political 
pluralism which we enjoy in the United 
States. 

Faced by this crisis, how many of us 
asked ourselves what we could do to 
help ensure a peaceful transition to de
mocracy in Russia? We know how im
portant it is, but what can we do? 
Many of us don't think billions more 
economic aid is the answer. We all 
know that the United States could 
never intervene militarily in Russia. 
What can we do other than watch CNN? 

Mr. Speaker, I contend that support
ing NED, supporting the motion of the 
Chairman, is the single concrete thing 
that we can do. If you want to help 
bring about the eventual victory of de
mocracy in Russia, it's that simple. By 
the way, it's also the best thing we can 
do to help bring democracy to places 
like China, Cuba, and Vietnam, and to 
lock in gains in Eastern Europe and 
Central America. NED, created with bi
partisan support by Ronald Reagan, 
still promotes our national interests 
and national security, and it still de
serves our strong support. 

Mr. Speaker, I enclose a letter from 
former President Ronald Reagan: 

JULY 4, 1993. 
FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, Jr., Esq., 
Hogan & Hartson. Columbia Square, Washing

ton , DC. 
DEAR FRANK: On this 217th anniversary of 

our nation's independence. I am reminded 
that America 's greatness lies not only in our 
success at home. but in the example of lead
ership that we provide the entire world. It is 
a testament to our nation's ideals that 
America 's democratic political system con
tinues to be a source of inspiration and ad
miration throughout the globe. And it is a 
credit to our work together that our demo
cratic ideals actually have begun to prevail. 

Our work. however. is not complete. As I 
look abroad, I see that the struggle between 
freedom and tyranny continues to be waged. 
Disappointingly, in some places, it is autoc
racy, not freedom. that is winning the day. 

This is why I strongly support continued 
Congressional funding for the National En
dowment for Democracy (NED). Ten years 
ago, at Westminster, you will recall that I 
outlined a new, bold initiative for our coun
try to publicly lead the struggle for freedom 
abroad. As part of this effort. at my request, 
the National Endowment for Democracy was 
created. 

In its short life. NED has been on the cut
ting edge of America's work to strengthen 
new democracies and to open closed societies 
to democratic ideas. During my time in 
Washington, and even since returning to 
California, I have seen firsthand that. from 
Moscow to Managua, NED's work has opened 
the dream of freedom to millions. This, in 
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turn, has advanced the American interest in 
peace and freedom, making the world safer 
for our children. 

Yet, these new democracies are still frag
ile, and over half of the world still remains 
in the hands of tyrants. From Havana to 
Hanoi, much work remains to be done. Clear
ly.· now is not the time for us to abandon the 
courageous men and women who continue 
our fight for freedom and look to us for in
spiration and support. Without the strong 
and energetic support of NED, however, it is 
unlikely that these struggling democracies 
can prevail. And should they fail, we run the 
risk of reversing the great global strides that 
we made together. This could potentially 
jeopardize our own very freedom. 

I urge now, as I did ten year,s ago, for con
tinued support of NED to ensure that Amer
ica remains that shining city on the hill. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD REAGAN. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I heard the gentleman 
from California Mr. BERMAN, indicate 
that he has held hearings. To my 
knowledge, NED's funding has in
creased from $17 million in 1990 to now 
a proposed $35 million. It was only in 
1991 that hearings were held. No hear
ings have been held since that time. 

So the two largest increases were 
held without hearings. 

What I would like to say to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN], 
is if he has held all these hearings and 
if he has information that we do not 
have, could we get an agreement from 
him on the record today that he will 
request a complete list from the Re
publican Institute, the Democratic In
stitute, the AFI..rCIO, and the Chamber 
of Commerce of all individuals whore
ceived any finances for any trips any
where in the world that used any of 
these funds? Can we have those for pub
lication in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield on his time? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. BERMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The gentleman commits to disclosing 
any aspect of information the gen
tleman ·wants except insofar as the 
safety of individuals in totalitarian 
countries working on democracy pro
grams might be jeopardized. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. My understanding, 
Mr. Speaker, is that the gentleman will 
provide a list of every Member of the 
House and the Senate and any member 
of the staff of these bodies that has 
ever traveled on any of the funds since 
the inception in 1985. 

Mr. BERMAN. The chairman com
mits to providing that list. The gen
tleman could get it right now from 
every disclosure form, from every 
Member of Congress and from every 
staff person that is part of the required 
disclosure. 

0 1430 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the very distinguished 

member of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the cold war is over. We 
have heard that 20 times a day ad 
nauseum, but the struggle for democ
racy is not over. The struggle for de
mocracy and justice and peace around 
the world goes on all over the globe 
from Managua to Manila, from the Bal
tica to South Africa. 

Now, the U.S. Government cannot do 
it all. We cannot get into every place; 
we cannot obtain the confidence of all 
the people that we would like to have, 
but private enterprise, organized labor, 
they can do that. 

Is it not marvelous, there is no 
gridlock between Democrats, Repub
licans, management and labor, on the 
topic of building democracy? This is a 
task that is never won. It goes on and 
on, and this institute, which is inde
pendent of the Government but funded 
by the Government, is uniquely con
stituted to answer requests from orga
nizations and labor unions, like Soli
darity, to help them with printing 
presses, with publications, with com
munications. It is invaluable. 

If there are mistakes, if they have 
not got the accounting that the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] would like, it can be gotten for 
them. These are honest people, doing 
indispensable work in the struggle for 
democracy. 

The National Endowment for Democracy 
[NED] grew from an idea by Ronald Reagan 
in 1983 as a creative effort to foster democ
racy throughout the world. 

The Reagan-Bush years saw dozens of au
thoritarian and Communist regimes crumble 
under the weight of their discredited political 
and. economic systems, culminating in the col
lapse of the Soviet Union. Millions of people 
across the globe are suddenly at a cross
roads. Will they construct governments that 
protect basic human rights and respond to the 
will of the people? Will they establish free 
market economies that will thrive and provide 
huge markets for international trade? Or will 
their societies be swept backward into the 
abyss of totalitarian tyranny that will threaten 
our national interests? 

The Soviet bear is comatose, but with 
30,000 nuclear weapons aimed at us, it's hard 
to say that bear is dead. But the forest is full 
of snakes-the poisonous snakes of ethnic 
and religious hatreds, and their bite is deadly 
for peace, justice, and freedom. 

NED is active in almost 1 00 countries work
ing through some 75 grant recipients to help 
emerging democracies develop the building 
blocks to firmly establish stable democratic 
systems from the Baltic to South Africa, from 
Manila to Managua. Through its grant recipi
ents, including the International Republican In
stitute, the National Democratic Institute, the 
AFL-CIO, and Chamber of commerce, NED 
helps to formulate election laws, train poll 
workers, and teach activists to build political 
parties-the nitty gritty of building democracy. 

NED is an affirmation of the vision of Presi
dent Reagan and a wise investment in the fu
ture of freedom. It is a prudent-and relatively 
modest-expenditure to protect our national 
security. 

Please note that we spare no expense in 
funding the National Endowment for the Hu
manities and the National Endowment for the 
Arts. They receive an appropriation that is at 
least 1 0 times what NED will receive in this 
bill. Which do you think is the more important 
investment? 

I plead with my colleagues to support fund
ing for the National Endowment for Democ
racy. It is bipartisan, cost-effective, and im
mensely important in the difficult task of de
mocracy building in a world that, with the cold 
war over, is not less dangerous-only dif
ferently dangerous. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would hope that we would 
reject the funding for the National En
dowment for Democracy. I do not think 
there are many of us who disagree, or 
any of us who disagree with the goals, 
the promotion, and the establishment 
of democracy to help other countries. 

I just do not know why these organi
zations need Federal moneys to do this. 
These organizations all have large 
memberships, have rich treasuries, 
they use money for every purpose 
under the Sun. If they want to engage 
in this with their counter organiza
tions in other countries, or fledgling 
organizations in other countries within 
the trade movement and the business 
communities or others, they ought to 
be able to do that. 

I just do not think when we are look
ing at the budget priorities of this 
country that this is where we ought to 
be putting Federal dollars. 

I think it is very clear that these or
ganizations are capable of engaging in 
this. There is private money available 
for sending people on these trips that 
have the wherewithal, if this is their 
gift to the country, they have . the 
wherewithal to provide for their own 
travel, to provide for their stays, and 
they can engage in this as private citi
zens of the United States. 

This idea grew in the cold war. It has 
had many uses. It has been manipu
lated a number of different ways. 

The fact is, it was not a good idea 
then, and it is not a good idea now. It 
is simply a bad use of the very limited 
Federal dollars that our taxpayers send 
us to be used in the priori ties of this 
country. This ougnt not to be one of 
them. 

We ought to encourage these organi
zations, the AFI..rCIO, the Chamber of 
Commerce, to continue this effort. I do 
not think we need Federal involvement 
in that issue. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON], the chairman 
of the freshmen Democratic class. 
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Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, earlier, 

when this program was brought to the 
House floor, I voted against it. I was 
not persuaded that it was needed, and 
that it was limited in its scope of serv
ice. Some critics said because the pro
gram supported grassroot organization 
it was ineffective. In the wake of the 
cold war, we are learning that the 
world remains a troubled and turbulent 
place. At the same time, the United 
States plays a significant role in 
spreading the benefits of democracy 
and market reform throughout the 
world. 

Recently, we have seen the problems 
associated with involving our military 
in lo.calized political conflicts. We have 
heard the public outcry that our 
Armed Forces should not be used for 
the purposes of state building. We have 
visually witnessed the difficulty of de
ploying our troops on foreign soil. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise in support 
for the National Endowment for De
mocracy because it represents the kind 
of preventative medicine needed to re
duce the likelihood of future political 
crises in developing democracies. The 
National Endowment for Democracy is 
involved in funding grassroots level 
projects assisting countries in develop
ing democratic political parties, mon
itoring elections, enhancing inter
national private-sector initiatives, and 
strengthening indigenous labor unions 
in order to improve working standards. 
The National Endowment for Democ
racy is involved throughout the Afri
can continent-from Zaire to Kenya to 
South Africa-in fostering democratic 
foundations. 

Mr. Speaker, let us put our money 
where our mouth is. Let us fund the 
National Endowment for Democracy, 
because it works in building democracy 
in developing countries. I urge my col
leagues to defeat the motion to restrict 
funding for the National Endowment 
for Democracy. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
BALLENGER]. 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 

As a person who has been, and is still, 
pursuing democracy in Central Amer
ica, I would like to take this oppor
tunity to express my public support for 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy [NED]. Through NED I have 
helped assure honest elections in Nica
ragua, El Salvador, and Guatemala and 
I hope, developed democracy there, 
often with my own money. 

In my opinion, the NED has played 
an important role in supporting the 
democratic cause all around the world. 
The pro-democracy movements of 
many countries are directly encour
aged by NED's efforts. It is true that 

the cold war is over, but is does not 
mean tha-t democracy has been 
achieved. In fact, many countries 
today are still ruled by dictators, still 
lack freedom of speech, still have no 
meaningful elections, and still hold po
litical prisoners. Therefore, NED's 
functions are still absolutely necessary 
for the leadership of the United States 
in the international arena. 

Recently, I signed a "Dear Col
league" offered by Congressmen HAMIL
TON and GILMAN urging Member's to 
support the conferee's position regard
ing funding for the NED in the Com
merce, State, Justice conference re
port. As the "Dear Colleague" stated, 
NED is a critical element in America's 
political strategy. While NED is only 
part of a larger strategy to support de
mocracy, it plays a pivotal role as a 
private entity in mobilizing the dy
namics of America's private sector, our 
two political parties, and numerous 
other private groups. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for NED. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

P/2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. MORAN], a member of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
suggest to my good friend, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, that the 
National Endowment for Democracy is 
reviewed by four congressional com
mittees. It is reviewed by a CPA firm 
every year. Every single one of its 
grants is in its annual report. It is sub
ject ·to the Freedom of Information 
Act, every OMB regulation; but most 
importantly, this is the kind of pro
gram that my friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, ought to be behind, 
because it is result-oriented rather 
than process-oriented, which is the 
case with too many Federal grants. 

But the State Department cannot go 
funding the National Republican Com
mittee, or the Democratic Committee, 
or the AFL-CIO, or the Chamber of 
Commerce, and yet they are the es
sence of how our democracy works. 

The State Department is not going to 
be funding leaflets that they distrib
uted in the August 1991, coup to the So
viet troops, but yet, that was impor
tant. 

We do not have the kind of flexibility 
to accomplish that. We cannot get in
volved in the kind of solidarity move
ment efforts that the National Endow
ment for Democracy did. 

Look at the testimonials from the 
Solidarity people in Poland and what a 
difference they made. 

Go through the list of all the people 
that we respect so much, the Dalai 
Lama, Fang Lizhi of China, and Mrs. 
Bonner. 
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Every single one of them, Mr. Speak

er, say the National Endowment for 
Democracy is creating an enormous 
difference all over the world. That is 

what the United States is all about. 
That is what our Federal programs 
ought to be all about. We have got to 
keep this program. There is a substan
tial reduction from what the House 
wanted. There is a substantial reduc
tion, even more substantial, from what 
the administration wanted. 

Mr. Speaker, this is money well 
spent, a lot better spent than most of 
the money funded by the Federal pro
grams that we consistently approve 
day after day in this House. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr: Speaker, as one who 
had opposed the funding for NED before 
rising today in strong support of this, I 
say, "You cannot have seen the shoot
ing in Moscow and the rioting in the 
streets without realizing that the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy is 
our best national security tool." 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. INHOFE]. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS] for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, as we have heard over 
and over today, the recent events in 
Haiti and Somalia have created a great 
deal of concern in the Congress and 
among our constituents. I am con
stantly asked why the United States is 
sending American troops to areas of 
the world where there is no vi tal na
tional security interest at stake. I an
swer this question, "We should not 
send our troops under these conditions 
and should bring our troops home." 
Our current operation in Somalia has 
cost over a billion dollars and more im
portantly taken the lives of 30 of this 
Nation's finest soldiers. This is a dif
ficult issue, but there are certain basic 
lessons that appear self-evident, and all 
point in the direction of using other 
avenues to the promotion of democracy 
abroad. More specifically, we must sup
port efforts such as the National En
dowment for Democracy. It is far more 
cost effective and humanitarian to our 
own citizens to reserve our troops for 
national security purposes and look to 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy to support democracy. 

I think there are four lessons here, 
Mr. Speaker: 

The first lesson is one cannot impose 
democracy. It has to grow from within 
a society. The most that can be done 
from the outside is to provide some 
help, like watering a plant. And that is 
what the National Endowment for De
mocracy does. It provides modest fi
nancial assistance to grassroots demo
cratic groups, as well as training and 
education in the tools of democracy. It 
believes that you cannot do for others 
what they cannot do for themselves, 
but that you should provide a helping 
hand. That is not a bad principle. 

The second lesson-democracy is 
much more than elections. It only 
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works if there is a strong civil society 
and market economy that is working 
every· day of the year, not just when 
people go to vote. One of the most at
tractive features of the National En
dowment for Democracy is the fact 
that it recognizes that democracy is a 
whole system of institutions that pro
tects individual rights and that makes 
freedom work for the people. 

The third lesson-democracy doesn't 
come quickly. It didn't come quickly 
in our own country, and it certainly 
won't come quickly in poor countries 
that lack a democratic tradition. 
Therefore we have to be ready to help 
over the long term-to stay with demo
cratic movements in good times and 
bad. The United States is not a fair 
weather friend of democracy. That is 
why we need an organization like the 
National Endowment for Democracy 
which has the commitment, the stay
ing power and the experience to work 
democracy over time so that we will 
not wait until a crisis occurs and then 
use that crisis to justify sending in our 
troops. 

The fourth and final lesson-the 
United States will not stay with an un
dertaking of this kind if the cost is too 
high. We have our own problems. The 
budget deficit being one of the most 
important. We, therefore, need to find 
cost-effective ways to assist democ
racy. That, too, points in the direction 
of the National Endowment for Democ
racy because it works at the grassroots 
level, with highly efficient, nonbureau
cratic private organizations. I would 
have preferred to continue funding at 
last years National Endowment for De
mocracy budget level of $30 million. At 
this time, we just do not have the lati
tude to change the funding level. But, 
we should keep in mind the global na
ture of the endowment's mission, 
which includes programs in Asia, Afri
ca, Latin America, the former Soviet 
Union, Eastern Europe, and the Middle 
East. It would seem that this is a rel
atively inexpensive way to carry out a 
far-reaching public function and far 
cheaper than dropping a billion dollars 
in troop support in areas where our na
tional security is not impaired. 

As a conservative, Mr. Speaker, I say 
to those who are offended, as I am, that 
the President is still sending our 
troops to remote areas with no defined 
mission, There is an alternative, and I 
urge my colleagues to support the most 
cost-effective alternative, the National 
Endowment for Democracy. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that we all here 
are concerned about the deficit, and it 
is also clear that we have to begin to 
tighten our belts whether it is the Con
gress or any other Federal agency. 

Mr. Speaker, this week I would have 
liked to have voted to support the 
super collider, but I could not. I could 
not with a $250 billion deficit. I would 
have liked to have supported the space 
station as well, but I could not, not 
with a $250 billion deficit. And I would 
have preferred not to close down mili
tary bases across the country, but we 
had to especially with a $250 billion 
deficit. NED is the same way. 

I will remind all of my colleagues 
that we voted to kill this agency by a 
lopsided margin earlier this summer, 
and somehow it comes back to the 
floor with a 171/2-percent increase from 
last year. No wonder the rest of the 
country outside the Beltway thinks 
that we are a bunch of loonies. We have 
got a deficit, and we have got to begin 
to make some tough choices, and 
frankly sending private citizens on a 
red carpet travel service, often first 
class, so that they can see the rest of 
the world is something that I cannot 
justify. I cannot justify this with so 
many other unfunded Federal man
dates. 

Let us not stick the taxpayers with 
these junkets, with another $35 mil
lion. Let us make NED stand for "not 
enough dough" because we simply do 
not have it, not with a $250 billion defi
cit. This is real money, funded from 
private resources, not the public 
trough. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]. 

Mr. SHA YS. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
listening to this debate and feeling a 
little guilty. On June 22 this great 
House by a vote of 247 to 171 chose not 
to fund NED. I was directly involved in 
this effort with the Kanjorski-Shays 
amendment. When I started reading all 
the criticism of his amendment, I was 
grateful I wasn't getting much credit 
for it. 

Note I said his amendment. I was 
truly grateful my name was not associ
ated with it. Great Americans editorial 
boards and others have spoken in favor 
of NED and have criticized the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] for his efforts, I was happy not 
to be criticized. But I just have to say 
to my colleagues, "Mr. Kanjorski is a 
very brave man. He is so right on this 
issue. And, while everyone speaks dif
ferently, he has focused on the main 
issue that everyone seems to ignore." 

It is clear the cold war has ended, 
and it is also clear the world is not a 
safer place. We acknowledge that. We 
need to help fledgling democracies, and 
we acknowledge that. What we do not 
acknowledge is that the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, that the AFL-CIO, that 
the Republican Party or the Democrat 
Party should be given $35 million to 
spend taxpaye.r's money as they see fit. 

Now I know they have institutes that 
are somewhat separate from their orga
nizations, but, when we hear from the 

U.S. Chamber of Commerce, for in
stance, it sends us information about 
the Center for International Private 
Enterprise under its own masthead. 
The literature says the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, and then it tells about 
the institute, as if it were an integral 
part of the chamber. The chamber 
gives us a lot of promotional material 
and no documentation on how it spends 
our money. 

I do not know how many Members of 
this Congress have gone on trips, and I 
would not be able to find out. I do not 
know how many fundraisers for the 
Democrat or Republican Parties go on 
trips, and I would not be able to find 
out. 

Mr. Speaker, I hear comments that 
we can find answers to our questions 
but, when we seek to find them, they 
are not available. 

I am troubled the committee has not 
had hearings on NED in recent years. I 
am also troubled by the fact that, GAO 
reports of 1986 and 1991, strongly criti
cize how NED does what it does. And 
I'm further troubled when I read a 1992 
GAO report that says it's too soon to 
find out if NED has made the necessary 
reforms. Too soon? 

A few years ago NED was a $15 mil
lion program, now it is a $35 million 
program. It has gone up 17 percent at 
the same time we are cutting so many 
other programs. 

But what troubles me the most is 
what we cannot even talk about, the 
stories we hear that we cannot docu
ment. I remember something that hap
pened when I was in the general assem
bly in Connecticut. A young legislator 
took a political position on an impor
tant issue that the Republican Party 
leadership in Connecticut did not like. 
Eventually he changed his position so 
his party, which is also my party, 
would like it, and 2 years later he took 
a $10,000 trip on NED as his reward. 
Now I know that was 1988, but I do not 
know if this practice has changed or 
not and neither does anyone else. 

We hear accusations that certain 
groups, are funded in contradiction. We 
hear, for instance, that the unions 
sometimes fund one group and the 
Chamber funds the opposite group. 
They are competing forces working at 
cross purposes. 

It is obscene in my judgment, for the 
Republican Party, or Democrat Party, 
to be given Federal money. Why not 
some other political parties? Are we 
with Federal dollars institutionalizing 
these two parties? And what about 
labor and business? It's the same prob
lem. We fund labor and we fund the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce both. Nei
ther are not going to oppose NED be
cause they are both dipping their hands 
right in there. And when we fund both 
the Democratic Party and the Repub
lican Party, there is no countervailing 
force. Everyone is getting something so 
no one objects. 
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In closing I would say to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI), "You are a brave man. You are 
right on target." We may need an orga
nization like NED to help fledgling de
mocracies but we do not need these 
four institutes. We do not need lobby
ists on these institutes. We do not need 
political fundraisers on these insti
tutes. We do not need legislators on 
these institutes. We need to separate 
the Republican and Democratic Parties 
and the AFL-CIO and U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce from NED. If we don't we 
are simply giving taxpayer's money to 
organizations that are not accountable 
to the President, Congress or the 
American people. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, the National Endow
ment for Democracy's financial control 
and grant monitoring procedures are 
employed at every stage of the grant 
process for each of the 200 or so grants 
awarded annually, from a CETA pro
posal through grant award monitoring. 

There is more oversight over NED 
and core grantee programs than there 
is over the State Department and AID 
programs set up in this whole process. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield P/2 minutes to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. PRICE), a member of the sub
committee. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 
In July I was privileged to travel with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST), 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE
REUTER), the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON), and others, with the 
Speaker's task force on inter
parliamentary cooperation, to Eastern 
and Central Europe. And I can only 
wish that all of our colleagues had been 
with us on that journey as we heard 
the testimony about NED's effective
ness from numerous Eastern European 
leaders, effectiveness made possible by 
the flexibility of NED's organizational 
and funding mechanisms. 

We were all particularly struck in Al
bania by the credit repeatedly given to 
NED-financed programs as playing per
haps the critical role in bringing de
mocracy to that country through free 
and fair parliamentary elections. 

The same is true throughout Eastern 
Europe. Working with "Solidarity" in 
Poland to develop machinery to resolve 
labor disputes. Helping prepare a new 
citizenship education curriculum in 
Poland. Supporting the main organiza
tion in Bulgaria developing privatiza
tion policy, and supporting grass roots 
political education programs in Roma
nia. 

And then throughout the former So
viet Union: NED-sponsored local party 
training seminars for hundreds of poli t
ical activists in Russia. 127 activists 
from across Central Asia coming to-

gether for 3 days of democratic edu
cation in Kazakhstan, d·eveloping an 
informational resource bank to assist 
entrepreneurs in Ukraine. And on and 
on. 

The testimony is just overwhelming 
that NED continues to play a key role, 
not only in Eastern Europe, but in 
many emerging democracies around 
the world. 

So let us not step back from this 
leadership. Let us step forward, to give 
these countries and these peoples the 
tools they sorely need at a critical 
time in their struggles to build demo
cratic institutions that can weather 
the storms ahead. 

This is a $35 million appropriation. It 
represents modest support, but it is 
strategically targeted to make a real 
difference, to give democracy a chance 
in an often hostile world. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair will advise Mem
bers designated to control time that 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS) has 3 minutes remaining, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI) has 51/2 minutes remaining, 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH) 
has 11/2 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN) has 8% minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH), 
under the rule, reserves the right to 
close debate. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE). 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I guess like 
so many things in life, it is a question 
of priorities. When I hear people wave 
the fiscal flag, I applaud, because we 
are in trouble in terms of deficits and 
national debt. But, again, it is a ques
tion of priori ties. 

The last two gentlemen, who oppose 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, and who are excellent Repub
licans and who are fiscally sound 
thinkers, it was their priority to sup
port the final passage for the National 
Endowment for the Arts and the Na
tional Endowment for the Humanities, 
worthy causes, to the tune of $174.6 
million. That is wonderful. 

Now here we have the National En
dowment for Democracy asking for a 
measly $35 million, in comparison to 
the other endowments that subsidize 
street theater and some poetry and 
wonderful things. And, if we had that 
money, we should subsidize those 
things. 

But democracy in 100 different coun
tries is under siege. Again, it is a mat
ter of priori ties. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield P/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT). 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I voted for the amend
ment of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI) when it came 

up the first time. I have, legitimately, 
as have many others, struggled with 
this decision, particularly so because 
so many people whose opinions I re
spect are on the other side of this ques
tion, particularly my friend, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN), 
with whom I serve on the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

I have no doubt, after listening to the 
arguments these last few weeks and 
today on the floor, that this program 
has great merit. Indeed, one of the 
points that has been made td me over 
and over again is that this is precisely 
the kind of foreign aid program that we 
ought to pursue. This is new foreign 
aid. In fact, it is more accountable, as 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN) said, than some of the old pro
grams. It more directly goes to sub
sidize democracy than some of the old 
programs. 

But what we have failed to do, if we 
want to support this new foreign aid, is 
what we have failed to do time and 
time again on this floor, and that is get 
rid of the old before we keep funding 
the new. 

If we should fund this new foreign 
aid, if it is a better program, then let 
us cut that which is inefficient, cut 
that which does not have oversight. 

Mr. Speaker, I was watching this de
bate up in the gallery with the Phillips 
Osborne School from my district. We 
took a picture on the steps of the Cap
itol and then we came upstairs. 

I was watching this debate. I said, 
"Ladies and gentlemen of the school, 
this is really democracy at work, be
cause this is a difficult question that 
your Representatives are struggling 
with." But what I have decided, as I 
stood up there, is that the future that 
I care about is them, and what we have 
got to do in terms of our priori ties, I 
would say to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. HYDE) and others, is get this 
deficit under control when we are will
ing to cut away that which we should 
not do anymore. 

Mr. Speaker, I am willing and ready 
to support the new. I appreciate the 
support of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 45 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to just 
take up where the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT] concluded. In the 
budget that our chairman, the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] has 
passed in this conference report, which 
increases the National Endowment for 
Democracy by $5 million, $15 million 
less than the President, the conference 
report cuts $72 million from State De
partment operating accounts; $160 mil
lion, 28 percent, from foreign buildings; 
$58 million, 12.8 percent, from peace
keeping; 5.7 percent, $52 million, from 
international organizations; 13.1 per
cent, $46 million below in international 
broadcasting. 
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Mr. Speaker, these are all cuts below 

last year's level. The total, when you 
add the cuts in foreign aid, comes to 
over $600 million in cuts. And, Mr. 
Speaker, we have done exactly what 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
FINGERHUT] said. We have prioritized, 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] 
has prioritized, a small addition for an 
effort to promote democracy. Massive 
cuts in international relations, per
haps. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MENENDEZ]. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, Amer
ica is faced with a great post-cold-war 
challenge. American democratic values 
are being put to the test throughout 
the world. Americans have never run 
from a challenge, and they shouldn't 
start now. 

I ask my colleagues to make up their 
minds. Do you want to support democ
racy so we may meet these challenges? 
Or would you want more headaches-
headaches that will multiply if we re
ject this program? 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy educates leaders and grassroots 
organizers so that they can consolidate 
the democratic process in their coun
tries. 

Does NED work? Ask former dis
sident, playwright and hero of the Vel
vet Revolution in Czechoslovakia, 
Vaclav Havel, now President of the free 
Czech Republic. President Havel offi
cially cited NED for "building new 
democratic societies in Central and 
Eastern Europe." 

Ask Polish dissident and labor lead
er, Lech Walesa, also now President of 
his country. Ask the Dalai Lama, who 
fights for a free Tibet. Ask President 
Aylwin of Chile, who helped end the 
Pinochet dictatorship. Ask the Organi
zation of African Unity, or South Afri
cans working for a nonracial democ
racy. Ask Boris Yeltsin. 

Mr. Speaker, we won the cold war be
cause we had principles. In the great 
American tradition, we stuck to those 
principles. Let us not turn our backs 
on democracy at this critical time. 
Support the National Endowment for 
Democracy. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Smith motion 
and in support of $35 million for the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Na
tional Endowment of Democracy [NED] and in 
opposition to the motion to instruct conferees. 

The promotion of democratic values serves 
U.S. national interests. A world where democ
racy flourishes is a safer and more prosperous 
one. Democratic governments rarely go to war 
with each other. Democracy also offers coun
tries the best chance to solve their own prob-

lems, preventing them from becoming Amer
ican problems. 

The National Endowment for Democracy: 
Plays a critical role in America's democracy 

promotion strategy. 
Mobilizes America's private sector-labor, 

business, our two political parties, and numer
ous other private groups-to help people in 
dozens of nations working against great odds 
to build societies based on democratic prin
ciples, the rule of law, and respect for human 
rights. 

Supports democratic forces when the U.S. 
Government cannot. Acting as private organi
zations, NED and its affiliates are able to work 
with groups unwilling or unable to take funding 
directly from the U.S. Government. 

Is responsive to congressional concerns. 
NED initiated a series of management reforms 
in response to a 1991 GAO report. GAO 
praised NED's reforms in a follow-up review. 
NED has also increased internal auditing. 

In my opinion, given the importance of its 
work, NED is a bargain. The $35 million in 
funding proposed in the conference report is 
30 percent less than the President requested. 

Congress has already cut international af
fairs spending dramatically this year. Funding 
for NED will be drawn from cuts in less essen
tial international programs. Shifting funds from 
the cold war programs to democracy-pro
motion is a sensible and responsible use of 
scarce U.S. resources. 

NED has been praised by many of the 
world's most respected advocates of human 
rights and democracy, people who have 
worked for many years to promote democratic 
change in repressive societies. NED support
ers include Elena Bonner of Russia, Oscar 
Arias of Costa Rica, the Dalia Lama of Tibet, 
Fred Chiluba of Zambia, Vytautus Landsbergis 
of Lithuania, and Fang Lizhi of China. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
does democracy have a chance in the 
Third World? That is what we are de
ciding here today. That is what it is all 
about. Does democracy have a chance 
in the Third World? 

Vote against NED and Members are 
voting against democracy in the Third 
World, because it does not have a 
chance because no one else is going to 
be in there with the resources they 
need to create the democratic institu
tions. 

Does democracy have a chance in 
some of these countries that are trying 
to evolve out of Soviet tyranny? A vote 
against NED is a vote to thwart the ac
tual transition out of communism in 
some of these societies, societies that 
if they are democratic are no threat to 
us but as authoritarian with their 
hands on nuclear weapons pose a great 
threat to us. 

The cold war is over. The new chal
lenge is not thwarting communism. 
The new challenge we have in our gen
eration is advancing democracy. Our 
security depends on democracy and the 
progress democracy will make in the 
Third World and those countries that 
have lived under tyranny. 

We will have a more peaceful world if 
we have a freer world. NED will work 
for a freer world. It is a wise invest
ment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. HASTINGS]. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy has served to enhance America's 
image. In Africa, the Western Hemi
sphere, and the world, many institu
tions and organizations have fostered 
democratic efforts and principles be
cause of the National Endowment for 
Democracy. 

Isolationism and xenophobia will not 
assist us as a country in promoting 
better understanding between the peo
ples of the world. I strongly support 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Smith motion. 

There have been problems with the 
Endowment, but the Endowment has 
endeavored to address these problems, 
and it is not relevant to talk about 
GAO reports of several years ago. 

The Endowment is ·a partnership be
tween the public and the private sec
tor. We do this in a number of areas. It 
is a creative partnership. We ought to 
be proud of the efforts. 

I received a letter from the American 
chairman of the Hungarian United 
States Business Council. He describes 
how the programs of NED are essential, 
and I quote: 

* * * to ensuring that democratic institu
tions are strengthened and economic reforms 
are sustained throughout Central Eastern 
Europe and the states of the former Soviet 
Union. 

There has been talk here about fiscal 
responsibility, and it is very impor
tant. But let that flag not be used to be 
irresponsible when it comes to demo
cratic institutions in other countries. 
We have a stake. It is important that 
the Endowment continue its work. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH]. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
yielding time to me. 

What this debate demonstrates here 
this afternoon is not the power of de
mocracy but the power of a label. If we 
put a label on something, it will pass. 

National Endowment for Democracy, 
everyone wants to vote for democracy. 
Hey, wait a minute, do we have faith in 
democracy? Then why do we have to go 
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around the world and propagandize it? 
Why do we have to go around the world 
and sell it? 

If it is a great idea, it will sell itself. 
This is not an issue of democracy, my 
colleagues. This is an issue of whether 
we are going to give $35 million of tax
payers' money to special interests in 
the United States. 

Stop and analyze it. Who gets this 
money? The average people? No. It goes 
to special-interest groups to fly around 
the country. 

I say to my friends, "If you want to 
do something for democracy, do it on 
your own time. Don't come to the Con
gress and ask for $35 million. We have 
got all kinds of problems here in our 
country. We can use this money here. 
We don't have to spend it overseas." 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair will advise those in 
the gallery that they are here as guests 
of the House of Representatives, and 
that any manifestation of approval or 
disapproval of the proceedings on the 
floor is in violation of the spirit of that 
invitation. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HAMILTON], chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

I rise in support of the conference 
committee's provision of funding for 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy. I want to express a word of appre
ciation to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH], who has been exceedingly 
helpful to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, when asked, and a word of ap
preciation to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BERMAN], who has been a 
remarkable leader in getting support 
for this bill. 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy is a very small but very important 
program. In comparison to our overall 
efforts to protect and to promote our 
national interests, this is among the 
most important programs, even though 
the amount of money is very small. 

All of us know that small invest
ments can pay large dividends, and the 
National Endowment for Democracy is 
that kind of an investment. 

It plays a critical role that the Gov
ernment of the United States cannot 
play in furthering this country's politi
cal values around the globe, in promot
ing democracy and the rule of law, and 
in trying to safeguard basic human 
rights. 

NED promotes democratic values, 
free and periodic elections, majority 
rule with protection for minority 
rights, the rule of law, and the respect 
for the dignity of each person. 

We are a long way from that ideal, as 
all of us know, in the world, for all 
kinds of reasons. But we are moving in 
the right direction with our support of 
NED. 

The distinguished National Security 
Adviser to the President, Tony Lake, 
gave a speech the other day in which 
he tried to set out a rationale to suc
ceed the rationale of containment that 
had been the basis of American foreign 
policy for many years. He said that 
what we should do is to have a strategy 
of enlargement, enlargement of the 
world's free community of market de
mocracies. 

All of us, I think, subscribe to that 
kind of a doctrine. The question is, 
what are the tactics? That is a big 
question, but one of the most impor
tant elements of the tactics will be the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 

I strongly urge the approval of it. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. As we 

are nearing the end of debate, the 
Chair would advise those Members des
ignated to control time that the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] 
has 1 minute remaining; the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] has 
3 minutes remaining; the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BERMAN] has 2'12 
minutes remaining; and the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] has 11/2 minutes 
remaining and reserves, under the rule, 
the right to close debate. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BERMAN] is recognized for 21h 
minutes. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, if we 
parse this debate, if we cut right 
through, what essentially the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] and his co-author, the gen
tleman from Connecticut, are saying is 
this: The NED has done some great 
work in the Philippines and in Chile 
and in Namibia and in Eastern Europe 
and in Albania, and yes, we want to 
promote democracy in republics of the 
former Soviet Union, and this is a crit
ical issue, and we need to persevere. 

However, what they are saying is, 
notwithstanding the great work that 
the National Endowment, through its 
grantees, has done, notwithstanding 
the incredible, formidable tasks that 
remain ahead, because my friend, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] 
said, "But it is not so. If democracy is 
a good idea, it will take care of itself.'' 

Ask the people who lived under Sta
lin and Bolshevism for 70 years, or the 
people occupied by Nazi Germany, or 
the people who have been living under 
Papa Doc and Baby Doc and all the dic
tators and tyrants in Haiti, whether 
democracy, i( it is a good idea, will 
take care of itself and will not need as
sistance and work and help in fertiliza
tion and promotion. 

What these gentleman are saying is, 
This is organized the wrong way. This 
is organized the wrong way. Then they 
throw out, at a time long after I 

thought McCarthyism was dead, with
out naming any names, that there are 
Members and there are staffers whose 
motivation for supporting NED is so 
corrupt that it is based on the fact that 
they may have taken a trip or gotten 
in one of these programs, without nam
ing the Members, without naming the 
staffers. Maybe it was the two who al
most died in Namibia working on the 
elections, the first free elections ever 
in the history of that successful transi
tion to democracy. 

Where are these specifics? They have 
never talked to me. They have never 
come to my staff. They have never 
come to the chairman of the sub
committee of the Committee on Appro
priations to get the list of Members 
that have taken trips or the staffers 
that have been granted them. They 
have no specific charges. 

This is not the way to fight a pro
gram, but they missed the point in an 
even broader sense. It is because the 
NED succeeds, NED succeeds because 
of its organizational structure, not in 
spite of it, because of its funding ar
rangement. It exemplifies the benefits 
of reinventing Government. 

In a dynamic and shifting environ
ment, NED can respond to requests 
swiftly and appropriately. Sustainable 
democracy is built from the ground up, 
person-by-person, institution-by-insti
tution. It is because of this structure 
that it is working. 

If this was simply an agency of the 
Federal Government, believe me, it 
would not have this success rate and 
flexibility. I urge an aye vote on the 
motion of the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot of 
comment tonight, or this afternoon, 
but I have to agree with my friend, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], 
that the real question is who is benefit
ing from these funds. 

This whole argument is not about de
mocracy. This country spends billions 
and billions and billions of dollars · 
around the world for democracy, and in 
the last 10 years, trillions of dollars for 
democracy. This is an argument about 
special interest groups that have their 
hands in the Federal Treasury for their 
purposes, and it is an unholy bedfellow 
alliance. 

It is disgraceful that the Republican 
Party, the Democratic Party, the 
Chamber of Commerce, the AFL-CIO, 
who are supposed to be watching each 
other, are supposed to be protecting 
the institutions of democracy in Amer
ica, have formed together in an unholy 
alliance to pay for their travel around 
the world. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN] tells us we can hear these 
names. Why do we have an exemption, 
that they do not even have to disclose 
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trips paid by these institutes on offi
cial forms in the Government? If we 
can disclose these, why have we not 
seen these forms? Why do they not put 
their trips in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD? 

Mr. BERMAN. Will the gentleman 
yield on that point? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I do not have the 
time. We spent an hour on this, I would 
say to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BERMAN], and we have spent years. 

This argument boils down to whether 
or not there is any project or program 
in America that we can cut to save 
money, and whether or not we can say 
no to special interest groups. It is not 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, it is the National Endowment for 
the Republica!). Party, the Democratic 
Party, the AFL-CIO, and the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. It is not the 
National Endowment for Democracy, it 
is the Welfare Act for the Support of 
Political Consultants of 1993, as it has 
been for the last 8 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I have never seen more 
lobbying, more pressure brought upon 
the membership of this House over any 
issue this year than has been on this. 
We have had former Presidents of the 
United States as late as last night call
ing Members to change their vote from 
their June 22 vote. Why is it so vitally 
important? Even my friend, the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, who I have the highest regard for, 
has voted against NED. I think he was 
right then, but he is entitled to his po
sition now. 

All I urge of the 110 new freshmen 
that came to this Congress, I would say 
to them, they were sent here by the 
American people to set priorities and 
not collapse in the face of pressure 
from special interest groups. It is sin
ful for the American democracy, and it 
puts our American democracy in jeop
ardy, when there is an unholy alliance 
between the two political parties to 
take the public taxpayers' money. It is 
a bad omen for our economic free sys
tem when labor and organized business 
get together and form an unholy alli
ance, spending taxpayers' money. 

I think the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ROTH] put it very well. If they 
want to travel around the world to fur
ther democracy, let them use their own 
dime, and then we will be happy. If this 
is such a great program, why have they 
not raised private funds as a charity to 
fund their program? 

I urge my colleagues in Congress to 
stand up, make a vote of courage and 
confidence today, hold with the vote of 
June 22 and vote no on the motion to 
recede. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I urge an 
aye vote, ancl.J yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HORN]. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I have lis
tened with great interest to the dialog 
this afternoon on the National Endow-

ment for Democracy. I have never 
taken a dime from that endowment. 

As I listened, I thought how easy it is 
to talk about democracy in the com
fort of this Chamber, the comfort of 
this Nation. We had 150 years of colo
nial experience and evolving democ
racy prior to the Articles of Confed
eration and the Constitution of the 
United States. Since then we have had 
two centuries more of experience with 
democracy. It is not that easy for the 
rest of the world. They need Americans 
from all walks of life-labor, manage
ment, both sides of politics, and many 
sides of politics-to go abroad and 
share their experience. We need each 
one of us to teach many of them. That 
is the effort that will count if we are 
going to invest this small amount of 
money, $35 million, and spread democ
racy around the world. 

How much better it is to support the 
grassroots efforts of the National En
dowment for Democracy than to run up 
another $1 trillion or $2 trillion in na
tional expenditures because we will 
have to revitalize the defense forces of 
this country if some of these countries 
fall back into authoritarian practices. 
That $35 million is the cheapest invest
ment this Congress could make to pro
mote democracy in the world. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair recognizes the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] to close 
debate. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most dif
ficult things for people to understand 
that have never lived in a democracy is 
how private institutions can make 
their own decisions. No one could help 
them better understand that than 
someone from a private institution, 
from a labor union, from a business, or 
from a political party. It is essential 
that we use those people. They do not 
need to have people with annual sala
ries. It is better that they have volun
teers working with these countries and 
institutions. 

The House was requested $50 million 
by the administration. It voted down 
the $50 million, but this amendment is 
for $35 million. I repeat what the new 
President of Albania said. He said that 
the greatest help that his country 
could have-a lot greater than foreign 
aid or any grant, was the help that 
they got from the National Endowment 
for Democracy, because individuals 
from political parties, individuals from 
business, individuals from labor came 
over there and helped his people to un
derstand how institutions, private in
stitutions, make their own decisions 
and relate to the government. 
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The need has never been greater. We 

have more countries now that need this 
kind of help than ever before. They are 

emerging and ready to go into demo
cratic institutions. 

We have many democratic institu
tions in the Western countries, but now 
we have to do the same thing in the 
other parts of the world. 

So I ask Members to support the $35 
million for NED. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support today of the National 
Endowment for Democracy. 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy is a nonprofit organization which 
promotes democratic values, making 
U.S. national interests safer worldwide. 
It provides grants to projects for 
strengthening democratic institutions 
and processes. The NED funds projects 
in Russia, Ukraine, Peru, Argentina, 
Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, Poland, the 
Philippines, and South Africa. 

Mr. Speaker, major events are shap
ing our world; Russia will hold elec
tions and vote on a constitution on De
cember 12, 1993; democracy's roots are 
growing strong in Latin America; 
democratic institutions are rising out 
of the ashes of communism in Eastern 
Europe; Asia continues to advance 
democratically and economically. The 
need for NED is clear. NED's record 
and global events demand our atten
tion. 

NED promotes respect for human 
rights. Bonner of Russia, Arias of Costa 
Rica, the Dalai Lama, Chiluba of 
Zambia, Landsbergis of Lithuania, and 
Lizhi of China have worked with and 
support the National Endowment for 
Democracy. Additionally, the NED sup
ports U.S. interests when the U.S. Gov
ernment is unable to influence a situa
tion. Lastly, the NED provides timely 
and useful information to Congress on 
a variety of subjects. Let us not forget 
that the NED has remained responsive 
to congressional concerns through in
stituting managerial and accounting 
reforms. 

Mr. Speaker, today we should vote to 
reduce NED's funding, not delete it. 
Today's vote will reduce NED's funding 
to $35 million, fund a successful and ef
ficient method of promoting democ
racy abroad, support the administra
tion's request that NED be saved, and 
maintain our focus on building demo
cratic institutions and processes 
aboard. 

Mr. Speaker, the NED is not an orga
nization inspired by the cold war. It is 
not ideologically motivated nor is it 
controlled by any private interests. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote to fund the National Endowment 
for Democracy. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). All time has expired. Without 
objection the previous question is or
dered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I de

mand that the question be divided. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question will be divided. 
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The question is, will the House re

cede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 
171. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore being in doubt, 
the House divided and there were-ayes 
23, noes 17. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 259, nays 
172, not voting 2, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Ballenger 
Barlow 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bl1ley 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 

[Roll No . 521) 

YEA&-259 

Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English (AZ) 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fish 
Flake 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
G!lman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
K!ldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klein 
Klink 

Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 

Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Rahal! 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sawyer 

Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Blute 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Browder 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Camp 
Cantwell 
Carr 
Clay 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Danner 
DeFazio 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Duncan 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 

Saxton 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Spence 
Spratt 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 

NAY&-172 

Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hancock 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hutto 
Inglis 
Jacobs 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knoll en berg 
LaRocco 
Lazio 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Mink 
Montgomery 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nussle 
Orton 
Owens 
Parker 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 

NOT VOTING-2 

Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Ridge 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (MI) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Towns 
Traficant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Zimmer 

Chapman Engel 

Messrs. 
GRAMS, 
changed 
"nay." 
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BARRETT of 

HERGER, and 
their vote from 

Nebraska, 
HILLIARD 
"yea" to 

Mr. DINGELL, Mrs. COLLINS of Illi
nois, and Messrs. LAFALCE, PETER
SON of Florida, and CLINGER changed 
their vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the House receded from its dis
agreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 171. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is: Will the House concur in 
the amendment of the Senate num
bered 171? 

The House concurred in the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 171. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, on the pre

vious vote, on rollcall 521, I inadvert
ently voted "no" when I intended to 
vote "aye." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 174: Page 71, strike 
out lines 3 to 16. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF IOWA 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The test of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 174, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: Re
store the matter stricken by said amend
ment, amended to read as follows: 
SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT REGARDING 

NOTICE 
SEC. 606 (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN MADE 

EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.-!n the case of 
any equipment or products that may be au
thorized to be purchased with financial as
sistance provided under this Act, it is the 
sense of the Congress that entities receiving 
such assistance, to the extent feasible, pur
chase only American-made equipment and 
products. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Head of the agency shall provide to 
each recipient of the assistance a notice de
scribing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 

SEc. 607. (a) None of the funds made avail
able in this Act may be used for the con
struction, repair (other than emergency re
pair), overhaul, conversion, or modernization 
of vessels for the National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration in shipyards lo
cated outside of the United States. 

(b) None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used for the construction, 
repair (other than emergency repair), con
version, or modernization of aircraft for the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis
tration in facilities located outside the Unit
ed States and Canada. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the last amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 175: Page 71, after 
line 16, insert: 

SEC. 607. (a) Funds appropriated under this 
Act to the Legal Services Corporation and 
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distributed to each grantee funded in fiscal 
year 1994 pursuant to the number of poor 
people determined by the Bureau of Census 
to be within its geographical area shall be 
distributed in the following order: grants 
from the Legal Services Corporation and 
contracts entered into with the Legal Serv
ices Corporation for basic field programs 
shall be maintained in fiscal year 1994 and 
not less than 97.903 per centum of the annual 
level at which each grantee and contractor 
was funded in fiscal year 1993 pursuant to 
Public Law 102-395; 

(b) None of the funds appropriated under 
this Act to the Legal Services Corporation 
shall be expended for any purpose prohibited 
or limited by or contrary to any of the provi
sions of-

(1) section 607 of Public Law 101- 515, and 
that, except for the funding formula , all 
funds appropriated for the Legal Services 
Corporation shall be subject to the same 
terms and conditions set forth in section 607 
of Public Law 101- 515 and all references to 
" 1991" in section 607 of Public Law 101-515 
shall be deemed to be " 1994" unless para
graph (2) or (3) applies; 

(2) paragraph 1, except that, if a Board of 
eleven Directors is nominated by the Presi
dent and confirmed by the Senate, provisos 
20 and 22 shall not apply; 

(3) authorizing legislation for fiscal year 
1994 for the Legal Services Corporation is en
acted into law. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF lOW A 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a motion. 

The · SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 175, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows : In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend
ment, insert: 

SEC. 608. (a) Funds appropriated under this 
Act to the Legal Services Corporation and 
distributed to each grantee funded in fiscal 
year 1994, pursuant to the number of poor 
people determined by the Bureau of the Cen
sus to be within its geographical area, shall 
be distributed in the following order: 

(1) grants from the Legal Services Corpora
tion and contracts entered into with the 
Legal Services Corporation under section 
1006(a)(1) of the Legal Services Corporation 
Act, as amended, shall be maintained in fis
cal year 1994 at not less than the annual 
level at which each grantee and contractor 
was funded in fiscal year 1993 pursuant to 
Public Law 102-395; and 

(2) each grantee or contractor for basic 
field funds under section 1006(a)(l) shall re
ceive an increase of not less than 2.5% over 
its fiscal year 1993 grant level. Any addi
tional increase in funding for grants and con
tracts to basic field programs under section 
1006(a)(1) shall be awarded to grantees and 
contractors funded at the lowest levels per
poor-person (calculated for each grantee or 
contractor by dividing· each such grantee's or 
contractor's fiscal year 1993 grant level by 
the number of poor persons within its geo
graphical area under the 1990 census) so as to 
fund the largest number of programs possible 
at an equal per-poor-person amount; and 

(3) any increase above the fiscal year 1993 
level for grants and contracts to migrant 
programs under section 1006(a)(1) shall be 
awarded on a per migrant and dependent 
basis calculated by dividing each such grant
ee's or contractor's fiscal .year 1993 grant 

level by the state migrant and dependent 
population , which shall be derived by apply
ing the state migrant and dependent popu
lation percentage as determined by the 1992 
Larson-Plascencia study of the Tomas Ri
vera Center migrant enumeration project. 
This percentage shall be applied to a popu
lation figure of 1,661 ,875 migrants and de
pendents. These funds shall be distributed in 
the following order: 

(A) forty percent to migrant grantees and 
contractors funded at the lowest levels per 
migrant (including dependents) so as to fund 
the largest number of programs possible at 
an equal per migrant and dependent amount; 
and 

(B) forty percent to migrant grantees and 
contractors such that each grantee or con
tractor funded at a level of less than $19.74 
per migrant and dependent shall be increased 
by an equal percentage of the amount by 
which such grantee 's or contractor's funding, 
including the increases under subparagraph 
(A) above, falls below $19.74 per migrant and 
dependent, within its State; and 

(C) twenty percent on an equal migrant 
and dependent basis to all migrant grantees 
and contractors funded below $19.74 per mi
grant and dependent within its State. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated under 
this Act to the Legal Services Corporation 
shall be expended for any purpose prohibited 
or limited by or contrary to any of the provi
sions of-

(1) section 607 of Public Law 101- 515, and 
that, except for the funding formula, all 
funds appropriated for the legal Services 
Corporation shall be subject to the same 
terms and conditions as set forth in section 
607 of Public Law 101-515 and all references 
to " 1991" in section 607 of Public Law 101-515 
shall be deemed to be "1994" unless subpara
graph (2) or (3) applies; 

(2) subparagraph 1, except that, if a Board 
of eleven Directors is nominated by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate, pro
visos 20 and 22 shall not apply to such a con
firmed Board; 

(3) authorizing legislation for fiscal year 
1994 for the Legal Services Corporation that 
is enacted into law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 

strong support for the funding included in the 
conference report for the Legal Services Cor
poration. This program provides much-needed 
legal assistance to the indigent of this country. 
The funding level approved by the Conference 
Committee is by no means too much money. 
On the contrary, the poor across this country 
are being denied equal access to our Nation's 
system of justice simply because there are not 
enough resources. If you look at the statistics, 
they show that the Federal Government now 
provides less than 40 percent of the support 
necessary to achieve even minimum access to 
justice. 

The appropriation agreed to by the con
ferees is necessary simply to bring the pro
gram back up to 1981 funding levels. The 
poor in 1991 were served by a third fewer 
legal services attorneys than were available to 
them in 1981. To meet the goal of providing 
minimum access-which is a mere two attor
neys for every 1 0,000 poor people in the 
country-we would need to fund this program 
at $823 million-more than twice the proposed 
appropriation. I find it truly remarkable that this 

Chamber can continue to fund ballistic missile 
defense-formerly known as SOl-to the tune 
of $3 billion a year and at the same time at
tempt to slash funds for this program when 
studies show that over 60 percent of indigent 
people in need of help are turned away on a 
regular basis because there are no resources 
available. What kind of justice is that? This is 
not the justice guaranteed by our Constitution. 

This appropriation should receive the sup
port of each and every member here who rep
resent poor people. The last census indicates 
that nearly one-fourth of the entire population 
is living at 125 percent of the poverty level or 
below. While poverty may not be a prevalent 
problem in some of your districts, I am not so 
fortunate. In my. home State of North Dakota, 
14.5 percent of the population live in poverty 
while the national average is only 13.5 per
cent. And yet, the percentage of people re
ceiving public assistance in North Dakota is 
one of the lowest in the Nation. Legal assist
ance of North Dakota, or LAND-which pro
vides legal expertise and know-how to low-in
come people in my State-faces not only 
widespread poverty but also problems of ge
ography. LAND must serve the entire State 
with only four law offices. 

Americans have a fundamental right to seek 
justice. This should be guaranteed regardless 
of where they live, how much they make, or 
the color of their skin. Again, the statistics 
show that the indigent are underserved: The 
general population can claim one attorney for 
every 320 people, while the poor in this coun
try have only one legal services attorney per 
nearly 7,000 people. 

I urge my colleagues to support the appro
priation approved by the Conference Commit
tee. We presume equal access is guaranteed 
by our Constitution. This appropriation puts us 
one step closer toward making equal access a 
reality for the poor of our Nation. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the conference report on H.R. 
2519, the bill that funds the Commerce, Jus
tice and State Departments, the Federal judici
ary, and related agencies for fiscal year 1994. 

First, I would like to commend Chairman 
NEIL SMITH and the conferees for meeting the 
challenge that was before them. The con
ferees were able to set priorities in determin
ing the funding levels for the various agencies 
and programs that this conference report sup
ports, given the fiscal restraints they faced. 
But, the funding level in the resulting con
ference report is not only below the sub
committee's target, as set by the Appropria
tions Committee based on this year's budget 
resolution. It is also less than the amount re
quested by the President, and below last 
year's funding level. 

The Commerce-Justice-State conference re
port supports a diverse number of agencies 
and programs. They include community polic
ing efforts, law enforcement against organized 
crime, the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
[FBI], and our Federal prisons; the operation 
of our national fisheries and our marine, 
weather, environmental and satellite programs; 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service; 
the National Weather Service, and the Small 
Business Administration. 

The conference report's support of the 
President's new immigration initiative is of tre
mendous importance to California, given the 
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serious problems that we are having with ille
gal immigration. It targets funds for additional 
land border inspectors, additional border patrol 
agents, increased pre-inspection at airports, 
and more asylum officers. The conference re
port also increases immigration inspection 
fees on foreigners entering the country by 
plane or boat from $5 to $6-an increase that 
is expected to raise $50 million. 

The conference report provides grants to 
State and local law enforcement agencies to 
assist them in safeguarding our neighbor
hoods and communities. It also supports juve
nile justice programs, FBI start-up costs for 
creating a national background check system, 
and a new community policing effort so that 
State and local governments can put more of
ficers on the street and employ innovative 
techniques to prevent crime. 

The Small Business Administration-known 
for its direct and guaranteed loan assistance 
to small businesses-is funded by this con
ference report, as is the Economic Develop
ment Administration [EDA]. The EDA, in turn, 
supports the efforts of my district's Tri-County 
Economic Development Corporation [TCEDC], 
which was formed in 1985 to serve as the 
economic development planning and coordi
nating agency for Butte, Glenn, and Tehama 
Counties. Over the past 8 years, TCEDC has 
financed a revolving loan fund that has worked 
in partnership with private lenders to provide 
loans to small businesses, creating over 250 
jobs. Without the financial support provided in 
this conference report, economic development 
programs in these three counties would be se
riously jeopardized. 

Also important to my constituents is the con
ference report's support of SEARCH, the Na
tional Consortium for Justice Information and 
Statistics. SEARCH is comprised of Gov
ernors' appointees for all States. These ap
pointees are dedicated to assisting State and 
local criminal justice agencies in building, op
erating and improving their computer systems 
to combat crime, all at no cost. In the past, 
SEARCH has assisted the Sacramento Coun
ty Sheriff's Department Crime Analysis Unit in 
mapping a series of car-jackings that took 
place at gunpoint in the Sacramento area; this 
mapped information was then distributed to 
patrol forces. SEARCH also helped the Sutter 
County Sheriff's Department examine two 
computer disks that were suspected of con
taining evidence in a homicide case. 
. The programs funded in this conference re

port safeguard our children, neighborhoods 
and communities, and preserve our resources. 
They protect our industries, both locally and 
globally, and help us maintain our position as 
an international leader-economically, socially 
and politically. Mr. Speaker, I urge my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle to vote for 
maintaining our quality of life to and support 
final passage of this conference report. 

A motion to reconsider the votes by 
which action was taken on the con
ference report and the several motions 
was laid on the table. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 

amendment a concurrent resolution of that I yield myself such time as I may 
the House of the following title. consume. 

H. Con. Res. 146. Concurrent resolution au- Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 279 
thorizing the use of the Capitol Building and provides for the consideration of the 
grounds for events to commemorate the conference report on H.R. 2520, the De-
200th anniversary of the laying of the corner- partment of the Interior and related 
stone of the Capitol. agencies appropriations bill for fiscal 

The message also announced that the year 1994. 
Senate further insists upon its amend- The rule provides that the motions 
ments to the bill (H.R. 2492), an act printed in the joint explanatory state
making appropriations for the govern- ment accompanying the conference re
ment of the District of Columbia and port and the motion printed in section 
other activities chargeable in whole or 2 of the rule shall be considered as 
in part against the revenues of said read. 
District for the fiscal year ending Sep- House Resolution 279 waives clause 7 
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes, of rule XVI-which prohibits non
disagreed to by the House and agrees to germane amendments-against the rna
a further conference asked by the tions printed in the joint explanatory 
House on the disagreeing votes of the statement to dispose of the Senate 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. amendments numbered 10, 24, 81, 102, 
KOHL, Mrs. MURRAY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 123 and 125, and the motion printed in 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. BURNS, Mr. MACK, and section 2 to dispose of the Senate 
Mr. HATFIELD to be the conferees on amendment numbered 18. 
the part of the Senate. Mr. Speaker, I urge swift passage of 

this rule so that we can consider this 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR important conference report. 

AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO- I would like to commend Chairman 
YATES and ranking Republican RALPH 

PRIATION ACT • 1994 REGULA and their staff for crafting this 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, by direc- conference agreement. I think every 

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call Member knows this conference com
up House Resolution 279 and ask for its mittee worked long hours and dealt 
immediate consideration. with complicated and contentious is-

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- sues. I would like to thank them for 
lows: their dedication and diligence. 

H. RES. 279 
Resolved, That during the consideration of 

amendments reported from conference in dis
agreement on the bill (H.R. 2520) making ap
propriations for the Department of the Inte
rior and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses, motions printed in the joint explana
tory statement of the committee of con
ference to dispose of amendments in dis
agreement, and the motion printed in sec
tion 2 of this resolution, shall be considered 
as read. Points of order under clause 7 of rule 
XVI against the motions printed in the joint 
explanatory statement of the committee of 
conference to dispose of the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 10, 24, 81, 102, 123, and 
125, and the motion printed in section 2 of 
this resolution to dispose of the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 18, are waived. 

SEC. 2. The motion to dispose of the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 18 is as 
follows: 

"Mr. Yates moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 18, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

"In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert ': Provided, That none of 
the funds under this head shall be used to 
conduct new surveys on private property un
less specifically authorized in writing by the 
property owner'.''. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, during 
consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de
bate only. At this time I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes, for the purpose of 
debate only, to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], and· pending 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may use. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON], 
has thoroughly explained the provi
sions of this rule. I want to reiterate 
that this rule waives no points of order 
against the conference agreement-it 
only provides germaneness waivers 
against motions to dispose of seven 
amendments reported in disagreement. 
Although I do not generally support 
waiving germaneness rules, these waiv
ers seem necessary in order to properly 
dispose of these amendments in dis
agreement. Therefore, I will support 
this rule. 

This Interior appropriations bill has 
been the subject of much controversy, 
particularly on the grazing fee issue 
and funding for the National Biological 
Survey. I commend Chairman SID 
YATES and RALPH REGULA, the ranking 
Republican, and all the conferees for 
their hard work. 

I do want to express my concern over 
funding for the National Biological 
Survey contained in this bill. The NBS 
is a major new proposal, and the au
thorization bill is still pending further 
consideration by the House. I hope we 
can move that measure soon so that 
the $165.5 million appropriated is justi
fied by an authorization bill. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of this rule and urge its adoption. 

D 1550 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time and would like to advise the 
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gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GoR
DON] that I have all the time, the 30 
minutes, allocated. 

Mr. GORDON. The gentleman does 
have all his time allocated? 

Mr. QUILLEN. I am going to use all 
of my time, Mr. Speaker, and, if the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GoR
DON] would like me to yield time now, 
I will be glad to do so. 

Mr. GORDON. We have no requests 
for time right now, Mr. Speaker, so I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule and urge my col
leagues to defeat this rule. Secretary 
Babbitt's National Biological Survey 
has struck fear in the hearts of many 
Americans, especially those living in 
the West. Every single Member of this 
House should also be concerned about 
creating a brand new Federal agency 
through the appropriations process. 
The National Biological Survey is not 
authorized and in fact was pulled from 
this floor because of the heavy opposi
tion and the numerous amendments 
that were made by this body. 

On October 6 this House debated the 
National Biological Survey and added 
several amendments, including protec
tions for private property, peer review 
guidelines, a prohibition against using 
untrained volunteers, and others. 
Chairman STUDDS has agreed to accept 
several other amendments including a 
wildlife amendment to preserve migra
tory bird research and hunting. None of 
these protections are included in the 
appropriations bill. Secretary Babbitt 
will simply take his money and run, ig
noring the will of this House. If this 
new agency is unable to stand up to the 
scrutiny of Congress then perhaps the 
paranoia is confirmed. Let's not turn 
Secretary Babbitt loose with over $150 
million without protecting our private 
property rights, our ability to hunt mi
gratory birds and, most of all, our duty 
as Congress to establish the laws re
garding our natural resources. 

It is time to take a hard 'stand 
against the administration establish
ing new Federal agencies without the 
approval of Congress. Bring this legis
lation back to the floor for continu
ation of this debate. Vote "no" on the 
rule to H.R. 2520. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, at this 
moment we still have no requests for 
time, so I reserve the balance of my 
time. · 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER], a valuable member of 
the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

When the House considered the Bio
logical Survey bill on October 6, eight 
amendments were adopted to protect 

private property rights. However, be
cause that bill was withdrawn, lan
guage will be included in the motion to 
dispose of Senate amendment 18, which 
was reported in disagreement on the 
Interior appropriations conference re
port. That language consists of part of 
the amendment by the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] that 
passed the House by a vote of 309 to 115. 

While I oppose unauthorized appro
priations, I am particularly disturbed 
by this form of selective authorization, 
which seeks to subvert the will of the 
House both procedurally and from a 
policy perspective. 

This conference report creates a new 
Government bureaucracy without con
gressional authorization. That bu
reaucracy will be able to pursue its ob
jectives contrary to the will of the 
House that: 

The survey obey State property 
rights laws, 

Data collected by the Survey be dis
closed to the land owner, 

Safeguards be put in place to protect 
against untrained volunteers who gath
er information; and 

There be peer review of scientific 
data and research. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not reinventing 
Government. This is reinventing the 
Soviet Union. We should vote down 
this rule and hold off on the Biological 
Survey until it is authorized by Con
gress. In addition, Mr. Speaker, we 
should not be waiving points of order 
against a motion to increase grazing 
fees. 

While I believe that grazing fees 
should be increased, the Natural Re
sources Committee should send a graz
ing fee recommendation to the full 
House, rather than punting that re
sponsibility to the appropriators. 

Mr. Speaker, if the authorizers are 
sincere about protecting the preroga
tives of their committees, they would 
not be asking the Appropriations Com
mittee to do their dirty work for them. 
But since they insist on playing this 
cat and mouse game, the Appropria
tions Committee should, in the words 
of a great First Lady, "just say no." 

Let us give the Appropriations Com
mittee a hand and just say no to this 
rule. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES], the chairman of the Sub
committee of Interior of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House have received letters from 
friends of mine, from the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] and a few 
others, who have complained, and from 
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG], who has complained about 
what the conference committee did on 
biodiversity. The conference commit
tee did not increase any of the author
ity or any of the powers of the Sec-

retary of the Interior with respect to 
biodiversity. On the contrary, Mr. 
Speaker, I suggest to the House that 
what those Members want, in asking us 
to kill the rule, is to go after grazing 
fees because, if we kill the rule, we will 
make grazing fees subject to a point of 
order. And, as my colleagues know, 
there are some people in the House who 
are opposed to the increase in grazing 
fees. With respect to the question of 
biodiversity, Mr. Speaker, I say, if you 
kill the rule, I can still bring the con
ference report to the floor . So, the 
question of biodiversity really is a 
sham as it is presented here. 

Let me point out that what the Sec
retary of the Interior . has done essen
tially is to undertake a reorganization 
of the scientific agencies within the 
Department of the Interior. He has 
given the National Biological Survey 
no additional powers because he does 
not have the legislative authority him
self to give it powers of that kind. 

What we have done here is, until such 
time as an authorization is enacted, 
and only when an authorization is en
acted does the Secretary of the Interior 
obtain whatever additional powers that 
legislation will give. He has no addi
tional powers in our bill beyond those 
that he had previously, and to say that 
this give the Secretary additional pow
ers is to mislead the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members of the 
House to vote up the rule, not for the 
purpose of having anything to do with 
biodiversity, because that is a non
existent issue, but the real issue before 
the House is whether or not my col
leagues want to approve the conference 
agreement that provides for an in
crease in grazing fees. 

0 1600 
In the event the rules goes down, 

that provision is subject to a point of 
order, and grazing fee increases will be 
killed. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the rule to the 
conference report to H.R. 2520. 

This rule protects a conference re
port that contains sweeping grazing 
management legislative provisions, 
which were never the subject of any 
congressional hearing and, it estab
lishes an unauthorized new agency, the 
National Biological Survey. 

The National Biological Survey 
[NBS] is safely secured from threat in 
this bill-even though it has not been 
authorized and may never be. The 
Rules Committee chose to permit the 
unauthorized establishment of this new 
agency in violation of House rules in 
the House-passed bill and, as a result, 
the NBS can now avoid the House rule 
barring unauthorized appropriations
rule 21, clause 2. 

This is particularly egregious be
cause it flies in the face of overwhelm
ing House support for a more restricted 
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Biological Survey than is contained in 
this bill. The result is a bill that di
rectly contravenes the will of the 
House. 

Indeed, the House adopted a total of 
eight amendments-most dealing with 
property rights. None of these amend
ments are incorporated into this pro
tected appropriations bill. 

The Taylor amendment was adopted 
by an overwhelming vote of 309 to 115. 
An even greater margin than the vote 
on the superconducting super collider. 

Don't be fooled. Only a small part of 
the Taylor amendment is included in 
this bill. Gone from the language the 
House supported so convincingly are 
provisions which require the NBS to 
obey State property and privacy laws; 
require NBS employees to notify prop
erty owners of access so that the owner 
can accompany them; disclose the data 
gathered from the owner's land to the 
owner; survey Federal lands before pri
vate lands; require peer review of data 
and research to ensure reliability and 
validity-to name just some of the 
amendments adopted by the House. 

Besides the amendments already 
agreed to by the House, at least 10 ad
ditional amendments may be offered to 
the authorizing . legislation for the 
NBS. The only responsible course of ac
tion is to let the authorizing commit
tees in both the House and Senate com
plete their work on the NBS-first-be
fore we establish this new agency in an 
appropriations bill. 

It is bad enough to circumvent the 
rules of this body-worse still when it 
is done in direct contravention of the 
will of this body. But it is unacceptable 
when the subject is the cornerstone of 
our constitutional democracy: private 
property. Make no mistake: Support 
for this rule is opposition to private 
property rights. 

If you believe that new Federal agen
cies ought to be authorized by Con
gress, especially when the subject per
tains to something so fundamental as 
private property, defeat this rule. Pri
vate property rights are too important 
to do otherwise. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like the 
Members to please make reference to 
page 17 of the conference report, which 
makes it absolutely clear that the 
comments just made about, for in
stance, private property rights, are not 
at all accurate. In fact, the conferees 
state explicitly that: 

None of the funds under this legislation 
shall be used to conduct new surveys on pri
vate property unless specifically authorized 
in writing by the property owner. 

To go further, on the same page, the 
report makes it absolutely clear, as the 
chairman indicated, that this does not 

create a new agency. It merely funds 
programs already authorized in law 
and provides no additional authorities 
that the Secretary does not already 
have. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
first of all thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, let me point out that 
there have been some improvements in 
the conference committee with ref
erence to property rights. The improve
ment is that the conference committee 
did adopt language saying that before 
this biological survey can go forward, 
which is a function of the Interior De
partment anyhow, that written consent 
of the property owner must be ob
tained. We appreciate that. That is an 
improvement. 

But what is not contained in the con
ference report in authorizing the funds 
for this program are the other protec
tions that this House voted for, protec
tions that said the volunteers would 
not be used in this scientific survey. 
Apparently the money appropriated 
will be spent by the Interior Secretary 
with his current authority to use vol
unteers. 

The second point we want to make is 
that there were other amendments 
adopted on the floor on the authorizing 
bill which would have made sure that 
State privacy laws were protected, but 
data gathered would have been shared 
with the landowner, that the survey of 
Federal lands were to go first before 
private property would be surveyed, 
and that peer review of the data would 
be permitted. 

Those provisions, which are con
tained in the authorizing legislation, 
are not here in the conference report, 
and that is a shame, because they 
should be if this biological survey is 
going to go forward. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell Members, we 
have some assurances from the authors 
of the biological survey bill, and I be
lieve they are going to make them on 
the floor today, that that bill is yet to 
come before the House. It will be 
brought up, I understand, with that as
surance. I think we will have a chance 
when the bill is brought up to maybe 
hopefully get those protections built 
into law. 

But I want to point out if something 
happens to that bill, if it is not brought 
up, if it dies somewhere in this process, 
if the Senate does not bring it up, if we 
do not get a separate authorizing bill 
with all the protections that are left 
out of this conference report, then the 
Interior Secretary, if this rule passes, 
will be able to go forward with volun
teers, without all the protections that 
we adopted on the floor of this House. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAUZIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I would say 
to my good friend the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN], we on the 
Committee on Appropriations are try
ing at the direction of the authorizing 
committees to limit the amount of leg
islation that we put in these appropria
tions bills. I regret that we could not 
take care of all of the problems. We 
certainly made an effort in that direc
tion. But I certainly would hope we 
would not defeat the rule on this bill 
because the authorizers have not 
passed the National Biological Survey 
legislation. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS] makes a valid 
point. I would point out, however, that 
until this Congress, this House and this 
Senate, acts on all of these private 
property protections, there are many 
of us in this body who feel that the 
Secretary of Interior, getting a bunch 
of volunteers to run all over private 
property in America to do .this survey 
creates some real problems for us. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, we took 
care of the private property issue. 

Mr. TAUZIN. We would like the op
portunity, and I hope we get it, to vote 
on the authorizing legislation some
time this year, and hopefully get the 
bill out, so the protections are built in. 

Mr. DICKS. We urge the gentleman 
to do that. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I do, too. Our problem 
is this bill does not have it. It has real 
problems. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21/4 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, nearly every appropria
tions bill, especially the conference re
ports this year, have been considered 
under a rule that has waived the rules 
of the House. Why do we have rules if 
we do not intend to follow them? Why 
is that important to this particular 
issue? 

In this particular conference report 
we create a new agency, the National 
Biological Survey, and it has not been 
authorized. 

Mr. Speaker, I am aware that it is 
claimed that it does not require au
thorization. There are those of us in 
the House that feel it does extend far 
beyond the existing organizations, and, 
thus, does need to be authorized. 

When the House originally considered 
the Interior bill, the rule granted 
waived points of order against the 
NBS. Some Members were concerned, 
but we did not attempt to defeat the 
rule, because we were assured that the 
authorizing committee would bring an 
authorization bill to the floor. 

Well, a funny thing happened along 
the way. It was brought to the floor, 
and the intent was that during the au
thorization process, it would expand 
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the Interior Secretary's power. Yet the 
House worked its will and passed sev
eral amendments that actually con
strained the power of the Secretary. As 
a result, the bill was quickly pulled 
from consideration and it was not au
thorized. 

I am aware also there have been com
mitments that it will be brought for 
authorization. But that is after the 
fact, and after we pass on this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, the House has an obli
gation to protect the Members that 
pass amendments during the NBS au
thorization. As a result, it has an obli
gation to protect certain rights and 
will of the House as passed, in the proc
ess of addressing it. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 45 
seconds to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, my friend, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PACKARD], of course, is a very valuable 
member of our subcommittee and was 
one of the managers in conference. Let 
me read to my friend what the man
agers say about the biological survey. 

The managers agree that funding for the 
National Biological Survey is provided only 
to the extent authorized by law and shall be 
used to carry out ongoing research activities 
of the department previously carried out by 
a variety of separate agencies within the de
partment. 
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All we have got now in the con

ference agreement is the authority the 
Secretary now possesses. We gave him 
no additional powers in this bill. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PACKARD. Then I have to ask, 
why, as I did in the process of con
ferencing, why then do we ask for the 
authorization to even bring before the 
House an authorization bill? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the Sec
retary wants additional duties and he 
can only get those additional duties in 
an authorizing bill. That is the reason 
that we are going to have an authoriz
ing bill. But in this bill he does not 
have additional duties. 

Mr. PACKARD. But in this bill we 
fund the full amount that would en
compass those additional duties. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, no, we do 
not. We only fund the amount for re
sponsibilities in the existing agencies. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. STUDDS], chairman of the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
to answer some questions that were 
raised earlier. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I notice the chairman of the Commit
tee on Natural Resources presumably 
is about to say a similar thing. As 
managers of this authorizing bill, I just 

want the House to know that it is our 
intention, as it has always been, to re
turn, as soon as the schedule permits, 
to conclude our consideration of that 
bill. 

Members should also know that a 
companion bill has been introduced by 
the chairman of the committee of ju
risdiction in the other body, indicating 
that there is at least a possibility of its 
being seriously considered over there 
as well. 

It is our hope and our intention that 
that will be the case. 

In any event, the House will work its 
will and the authorizing bill will be 
brought back, we hope and expect per
haps as early as next week, for final 
consideration by this House. Members 
should know that. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

I rise in opposition to the rule. I sus
pect most of my colleagues know why. 

I rise because it seems to me there 
are extensive statutory changes made 
in this appropriations bill, particularly 
as they regard grazing. 

I first should say that I do appreciate 
the work of the committee. I appre
ciate the work of the chairman, who is 
always a gentleman working with 
these things. 

I have been around legislation for a 
while, in the State legislature, been 
here a few years. We have some rules. 
And it seems to me that if we do not go 
by those rules, there is not much point 
in having them. 

The rule is that we are supposed to 
legislate in the authorizing commit
tees. We are supposed to appropriate in 
the appropriating committees. 

Here are 19 pages of new rules and 
regulations put into statute here on 
grazing. I am not talking about fees. I 
am not talking about fees. I am talking 
about reform, the reform, the statu
tory reform that is put forth by the 
Secretary is right here, and eight pages 
in this one. 

These are significant kinds of 
changes, not just little changes. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I yield to · 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, when the 
Interior bill passed the House origi
nally, we had no provision for grazing 
fees because it was stricken as being 
legislative. The first time that this 
came up again was when instructed by 
the House, in going to conference, to do 
something about increasing grazing 
fees. That was the reason for the provi
sion being included. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I understand that. But the 
gentleman was not instructed to put in 
18 pages of new rules on grazing re-

form. He was talking about fees. These 
are not fees. These go far beyond fees. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, this was 
started by the Senators, I will say, 
rather than by Members of the House. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, that does not mean we have 
to like everything the Senate goes for. 
I do not believe we ought to do that. I 
think we ought to reject this rule. I 
find Members embracing everything 
the Senate is for. I see my dear chair
man down here from the authorizing 
committee who has written letters on 
this. I support that, but we are not in 
keeping with the letters that my chair
man has written. 

Mr. Speaker, I oppose the rule. 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 

purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER], chairman of the Commit
tee on Natural Resources. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would hope that we would 
support this rule. 

Let me see if I can put some of this 
in perspective. 

One is that clearly it is the intent of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. STUDDS] and myself and the others 
involved in the Biological Survey to 
bring that legislation back to the floor 
and to push for final passage and, as 
the gentleman pointed out, we expect 
to do that. We have two ships passing 
in the night here, the appropriations 
and the authorization bill. 

Had we stuck with the original 
schedule, the House would have voted 
the Biological Survey off of the floor 
and been done with it. I appreciate the 
concerns of Members who won those 
amendments, because they are con
cerned, as everyone is, that somehow 
this will all be lost as the biil goes to 
conference or somewhere else. And 
they bought an insurance policy in the 
Appropriations Committee with re
spect to private property rights, which 
I think they were quite proper to ask 
for. And they got a limitation so that 
they could protect that and to say that 
they were serious and they did not 
want to give it away. Message sent and 
received. 

Now we have grazing fees. The House, 
by a vote of over 313, told the Commit
tee on Appropriations not to accept the 
moratorium by the Senate on what the 
Secretary has done, which dealt with 
rules and regulations and fees on graz
ing lands, to respond to the fact that 
the House has passed overwhelmingly 
time and again both fee increases and 
regulation, never having dealt with the 
Senate. 

Those instructions were picked up. 
They were managed by the House and 
the Senate conferees and in consulta
tion with a lot of other Members in
volved. They came up with this. 

What Members are saying here is 
they would like a little more author
ization on the Biological Survey and a 
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little less on the grazing fees. The fact 
is, they cannot get it perfect. But there 
is a mandate from the House to deal 
with this, and they have done so. And 
t hey are reporting that back. 

On the Biological Survey, we are 
right in the middle of the authoriza
tion. We will continue those amend
ments. Those amendments will be hon
ored and, as the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts pointed out, a companion 
bill has been introduced by the chair
man of the appropriate committee in 
the other body. And the Secretary says 
he wants this legislation because that 
is the only way he can expand his au
thority that he does not have under 
current law. 

I think this rule and the bill is fairly 
fair to all parties involved. I think this 
is a good, fair operation. Not everybody 
is happy, but it has sort of worked out 
reasonable. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to this rule . The con
ference report on the fiscal year 1994 
appropriations for the Department of 
the Interior, while funding many valu
able projects and programs, includes a 
provision that causes me great con
cern. 

This provision would allow for the 
creation of the National Biological 
Survey, a new agency that has not even 
been authorized by Congress. The con
ference report provides for the estab
lishment of the National Biological 
Survey in the Department of the Inte
rior through the transfer and consoli
dation of research elements from var
ious bureaus. 

I oppose this rule because I am deep
ly concerned that its adoption will 
send a wrong signal. It will send the 
message that the authorizing process is 
unnecessary. It will say that it's okay 
to leave the details of establishing new 
agencies with the bureaucracy. And, it 
will mean that we in Congress have ab
rogated and abandoned our constitu
tional responsibilities. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1845 authorizes the 
establishment of the National Biologi
cal Survey in the Department of the 
Interior-an agency that would be 
tasked with gathering, analyzing, and 
disseminating information on plant 
and animal species in this country. 
This bill was referred to the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
the Committee on Natural Resources, 
and the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. 

On October 6, H.R. 1845 was consid
ered under an open rule. After consid
erable debate, the House adopted eight 
amendments-changes that signifi
cantly improved the bill. Perhaps the 
most important of these was the Tay
lor amendment, critical because it pro
tects private property rights. The Tay
lor amendment requires written con-

sent from, and notice to, private land
owners before any Government agent 
enters their property, and further re
quires the Government to share any 
data collected on the property with the 
landowner. 

Taylor is important, but there were 
seven other significant amendments 
that considerably improved the legisla
tion. Those amendments would pro
hibit the use of volunteers in collecting 
data; require more rigorous independ
ent review of survey data; require the 
surveying of all Federal lands before 
private lands; prohibit the acceptance 
of dona ted property; and clarify the 
survey's international responsibilities. 

Despite assurances that this author
izing legislation would be put on a fast 
track and enacted before the appropria
tions bills were finalized, that has not 
happened. H.R. 1845 has not even been 
rescheduled for floor action. How, we 
are being asked to fund a program that 
we have not authorized and without 
most of the refinements approved on 
this floor a few short weeks ago. 

Amendment No . 18 in the conference 
report includes only one small part of 
the Taylor amendment and ignores the 
other seven amendments adopted by 
the House on . October 6. While I see 
that this is an attempt by the con
ferees to address one concern raised by 
the House, it in no way should replace 
the full text of the Taylor private prop
erty rights amendment. 

This program should not be funded 
until it is authorized. Therefore, Mr. 
Speaker, I oppose this rule, and I urge 
my colleagues who care anything about 
constitutional rights and constitu
tional responsibilities to join me in 
voting again~t it. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair wishes to advise 
Members designated to control time 
that the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORDON] has 17 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. QUILLEN] has 14 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I apologize 
to the House for so many interven
tions. 

I rise, Mr. Speaker, to correct the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] in 
his assertion that the biodiversity sur
vey was created by our bill. It was not 
created by our bill. It was created by a 
reorganization plan by the Department 
of the Interior of existing powers that 
resided in the national parks and in the 
fish and wildlife refuges. That reorga
nization plan gave no additional pow
ers to the Secretary that he did not 
have before. It just limited those pow
ers. 

Mr. Speaker, I have an opinion by the 
Solicitor of the Department of the In
terior, in which he says: 

So long as the function is not a new one 
and is within the contemplated purposes of 
the current appropriation .. . the essential 
function, biological research, is not new or 
different. Rather, only its organizational ad
dress will change. Accordingly, we believe 
this kind of a transfer during the current 
budget year is authorized by section 5 of [the 
reorganization plan]. 

It is a reorganization. 
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to the resolu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
this resolution for consideration of the con
ference report on H.R. 2520. Once again, the 
Rules committee has ignored a majority of the 
Members of this body. Once more we have a 
protective rule for an appropriations bill that 
would thwart the will of the full House for the 
gain of a few. 

On October 6 this body spoke loudly and 
clearly-private property rights must be pro
tected in carrying out the mission of the Na
tional Biological. Survey. It's not often I'm on 
the side of a 200 vote victory margin, but on 
the Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment many 
Members joined the fight for a basic privacy 
right. 

Mr. Speaker, the conferees half-hearted at
tempted to assuage Members with "Taylor
like" language doesn't pass the acid test. Just 
ask Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. CONDIT, or Mr. POMBO, or 
those organizations, such as the National Fed
eration of Independent Businessmen, Amer
ican Farm Bureau, and many others which 
strongly supported the amendment to H.R. 
1845. Are any of them satisfied the conferees 
have captured the essence of property rights 
protection embodied in our vote of October 6? 
Of course not. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been disenfranchised 
by the parliamentary process one more time. 
Not only is the Taylor amendment a shadow 
of its former self, but the amendments of Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. HAYES, and others which we 
adopted on October 6 are nowhere to be 
found. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to rise up 
and defeat this rule. Send a message to the 
leadership of this body-No more business as 
usual-the 1 03d Congress will be heard and 
its collective voice says "private property 
rights must be respected by government." 
Vote "nay" on the rule. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes and 30 seconds to the distin
guished gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, when the First Congress in 
this Nation met for the first time, it 
set to work on the Bill of Rights. It 
said in the preamble of its work that it 
did that because it was a promise to 
the people. It wanted to maintain the 
confidence of the people in a very 
shaky new government that was start
ing, and democracy was starting. 

The whole debate we are here having 
about private property rights, and we 
expressed this in the Committee on 
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Merchant Marine and Fisheries, was to 
try to return some confidence about 
this body's providing security for pri
vate-property rights that have been 
abused and trampled, many of us 
think, for years. 

First of all, in that hearing we heard 
the Secretary of the Interior say that 
he was asking for an exemption to the 
Freedom of Information Act on the bio
logical survey, and he said to me per
sonally, "It is because if we let them 
know what we are doing, people may 
destroy the habitat." My response was, 
"Is this bill so bad, is this action so 
bad, we cannot tell people about it?" 

Later we passed in the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries almost 
unanimously amendments that were 
brought later ·to this floor. Those 
amendments went over to Interior and 
there they were killed. We came back 
in a joint committee, and I asked the 
Secretary of the Interior if he was 
planning to move ahead with this bio
logical survey, even without authoriza
tion. He said he was, he intended to do 
it. He said his counsel told him he 
could do it, and he was moving ahead. 
We took the matter to the floor, and 
won. 

That is a brief history of what has 
happened. First of all, we had a Sec
retary of the Interior saying that he 
did not want people to know about 
this, because it might cause some dam
age. The Government could not really 
trust the people. 

Second, the amendments of the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries were ambushed in Interior and 
killed. 

Third, we had the Secretary saying 
he was going ahead without authoriza
tion. 

Fourth, we won this on the floor, by 
a large margin. Then the authorization 
was held up, and Interior, has brought 
us an appropriation bill authorizing 
the creation of the National Biological 
Survey with a small amount of private 
property protection. This is not my 
amendment for private property rights 
protection. It was done without my 
consent and without discussion. The 
sum of this action does not retain the 
public confidence. 

What I am saying is that as we look 
back over the history, we have in fact 
destroyed that public confidence, that 
confidence that people thought they 
had in this body for protecting private 
property rights. I do not think we can 
get it back unless we defeat this rule 
and come up with something that will 
enable us to restore public confidence. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I 
yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
on page 21 of the committee report 
from the Committee on Appropriations 
it says "The National Biological Sur
vey is proposed new organization." 

That causes us concern, a number of 
us. Going back to the gentleman's par
ticular amendment that passed on the 
floor, as I understand the distinction 
with what is in the conference report, 
there is no notice to the landowner. 
There is a requirement of written con
sent, but then there is no requirement 
that any information that is gathered 
or found be shared with the landowner. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. The 
gentleman is correct. I think that un
dermines the private property protec
tion people thought they would have in 
this bill when we passed the authoriza
tion. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DING ELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank, my friend, the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON], for mak
ing this time available to me. My re
marks will be brief. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the House 
about a problem that is in this bill. 
The Biological Survey is put in here, in 
theory, that it is going to make things 
better. In point of fact, what we are 
doing is stripping the line agencies like 
Fish and Wildlife and other agencies of 
their ability to gather the facts, and 
quite honestly, their ability to inform 
the Congress properly of what is going 
on with regard to the administration 
law. 

Mr. Babbitt, the Secretary, wants 
this. That is nice. I have seen other 
Secretaries want this kind of cen
tralization of authority, and the. result 
of it is always bad, because if we get a 
bad Secretary that wants to plunder 
the public lands, that wants to dis
sipate the authorities and the protec
tions of Fish and Wildlife and habitat, 
this is the perfect tool under which 
that can be done. 

It is said that this does not con
stitute any change, we are just moving 
money around. Do not believe it. What 
is happening here is not that money is 
being moved, but the basis is being laid 
for a change in the entire structure of 
Fish and Wildlife, and a number of 
other legislation. We are talking about 
moving the authorities out of endan
gered species, over the Fish and Wild
life Coordination Act. Information that 
might flow up to this body from Fish 
and Wildlife or from those other agen
cies will no longer be coming this way, 
because Mr. Babbitt will have his 
hands right around the neck and wind
pipe of those agencies. 

My warning to this House is that the 
adoption of amendment No. 16, inclu
sion of the biological survey, is ex
tremely bad. It is not in the interest of 
the environment, it is not in the inter
est of conservation, and it is a bad pro
posal. It is not going to save money, it 
is not going to make for better science, 
it is simply going to move it all beyond 
the control of the Secretary. 

Perhaps Mr. Babbitt might want to 
move those authorities in a direction 
that the Members of this body might 
want, but I want to remind the gen
tleman that some years ago there was 
a fellow by the name of Doug McKay 
who was diligently dissipating the pub
lic lands, plundering the refuge system, 
destroying the administration of BLM, 
and causing significant other troubles 
in the handling of the public lands of 
the United States and the protection of 
the resources there, including fish and 
wildlife. 

A similar situation can much more 
easily occur now, because of the provi
sion here with regard to the biological 
survey. The biological survey is not 
progress. Remember, in the old days 
there was a biological survey. That was 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. I do not 
think we want to go back to that kind 
of stratified approach to our protection 
of the public lands. 
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CALVERT]. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks 
ago, I spoke in support of the Taylor 
amendment which passed this body by 
an overwhelming bipartisan vote of 309 
to 115. 

Clearly, the vast majority of this 
House believed that it was important 
to protect the privacy rights of people 
whose land will be subject to the scru
tiny of the national biological survey 
[NBS}. 

What happened to our amendment? 
Does the clear will of the House mean 

so little to the Appropriations Commit
tee that its members are willing to es
tablish the NBS without most of the 
privacy protections that we approved? 

If so, what happened to the will of 
the majority? 

Mr. Speaker, my constituents want 
the protections provided by the Taylor 
amendment, all of them. 

They want the NBS to obey State 
property and privacy laws. 

They want the NBS to disclose to a 
property owner the data gatheredl from 
his or her land. 

And, they want peer review of data 
and research to ensure reliability. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the private 
property owners of my district, and 
throughout the United States, I urge 
my colleagues to defeat the rule on the 
Interior appropriations bill. 

The conference should reconvene and 
report back a bill that withholds fund
ing for the national biological survey 
until it is authorized by the Congress. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule on the conference 
report. 

In the past I have been actively in
volved in consideration of bills and 
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rules on Interior appropriation bills 
and have made my concerns well 
known when I felt the appropriations 
measures have overstepped their au
thority. That is not the case today. 

The rule provides for fair consider
ation of the matters considered in con
ference by the House and the Senate. 
As the bill left here, there were author
izing measures in it that were pro
tected by the rule that came out of the 
Rules Committee. As the bill came to 
the floor, it was I who rose and struck 
the authorizing language from the bio
logical survey at that time. 

The bill that left here had the money 
in for the biological survey. The fact is 
that during the course of consideration 
we considered an authorization bill, 
and it is the intention of the manager 
of that bill, Chairman STUDDS, to move 
ahead with the consideration of that 
and to, in fact, act on an authorizing 
measure. 

I think in good faith my colleague, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], 
added language which he thought rep
resented the will of this House in terms 
of approval of landowners. I for one, 
based on the votes that occurred here, 
have no intention of trying to frustrate 
the will of the House with regards to 
owner consent for access to land. I 
think it is the clear will of this House 
that that be the case, and I think it is 
the will and understanding of the Sec
retary that that is going to occur. We 
are trying to operate in good faith. 

But I think what is operating here 
today really is an effort to use the bio
logical survey as a heat shield. I dis
agree with the policy path we have 
taken with regard to owner consent, 
but really, the issue is grazing. And we 
have had debate and gridlock for 10 
years on grazing fee increases, and on 
policies around this House with regard 
to it. We have sent the Senate bill after 
bill over there to sit and to languish 
while we waited for them to act on a 
reform grazing policy. We did not ask 
for this grazing policy to be foisted on 
this particular Interior conference. It 
was the Senate that acted on such pol
icy and stated that we will not do any
thing on grazing fees, and said the Sec
retary should be stopped, he could not 
even study the issue of grazing. 

Then in conference, finally, Senator 
REID stood up, and I commend Senator 
REID from a western State for his cour
age, and we went to the table and we 
resolved this grazing issue policy and 
fee in the compromise embodied in this 
measure before us. In this House we 
can resolve it today by passing this 
rule and passing these grazing fees and 
dealing with these issues on a good
faith basis. 

Unfortunately, there is some effort underway 
to attempt to defeat the rule based, I gather, 
on what the conference committee did or did 
not do regarding the National Biological Sur
vey and grazing fees.This is an effort in sub
terfuge. There is nothing in this rule that will 

prevent the House from appropriately voting 
on the controversial matters addressed by the 
conference and being debated today. 

Let's look at the question of the National Bi
ological Survey. When H.R. 2520 was first 
considered by the House it included funding 
for the National Biological Survey as well as 
authorizing language regarding donations and 
the use of volunteers. I am the Member who 
raised a point of order on the authorizing lan
guage and it was stricken from the bill. When 
the Senate considered H.R. 2520, they in
cluded not only funding for the National Bio
logical Survey but they reinserted the authoriz
ing provisions on donations and volunteers. 
So that was what was before the conference. 
Chairman YATES, to his credit, upheld the 
House position and got the Senate conferees 
to agree to delete the authorizing language in 
the bill. But that was not enough for some. 
They wanted the conference to address mat
ters not committed to it by either body. 
Through the efforts of Representative REGULA, 
an agreement was reached to include a 
spending limitation requiring the written con
sent of the landowner by the National Biologi
cal Survey when surveys are done on private 
property. So what's the point of the opponents 
of the National Biological Survey? The con
ference committee agreement is, in fact, con
sistent with the votes taken by the House re
garding volunteers and written consent and if 
you don't like the language on written consent, 
furthermore there is nothing in this rule to pre
vent you from seeking or obtaining an up-or
down vote on this question. 

Now the debate on this rule reminds me of 
what happens when one dog barks at the 
moon; other dogs join in to sing a chorus. So 
it is with the opponents of grazing reform. Let 
me make this perfectly clear. I would not be 
unhappy if the appropriations bill were silent 
on grazing. Secretary Babbitt then could pro
ceed with his grazing reform rulemaking as he 
is authorized to do under current law. It is the 
Senate that picked this fightwith their attempt 
to dismantle and completely block the Sec
retary's rulemaking grazing permit authority. 
By a vote of 314 to 1 09, the House soundly 
rejected this Senate action. But the Senate 
was insistent that something be done, this, the 
same body that stonewalled the House on four 
different occasions on the question of grazing 
fees and range reform. Despite that record, I 
sat down at the table with Members of the 
Senate in an attempt to forge an agreement, 
to end a decade of gridlock on this issue. Our 
jobs as legislators is to address issues, not 
shy away from them. Finally, yes, we reached 
agreement and that agreement was adopted 
by the conference committee. It embodies 
give-and-take on all sides. It is fair and rea
sonable and embodies the spirit and intent of 
past House actions on grazing fees. This rule 
in no way, shape, or form prevents an up-or
down vote on the grazing reform agreement. 
Knowing how the House has voted in the past, 
opponents certainly realize that the House will 
give its strong approval to the agreement. 

If you want to end a decade of grazing 
gridlock and settle this perennial question of 
grazing reform, I urge Members to vote for this 
rule and the conference committee agreement. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. POMBO). 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for the time. 

I would just like to rise for a couple 
of minutes here and speak against the 
rule. There are a number of reasons 
why I think that this rule ought to be 
defeated, but one of the main reasons 
why is because the National Biological 
Survey is authorized in this conference 
report. Regardless of what we are hear
ing, it is authorized. It is $25 to $30 mil
lion of new money. 

If it was not authorized in this con
ference report, if it was only going 
ahead with what the Secretary has the 
ability to do now, he would not need 
separate language in a conference re
port to make it work, because what he 
is doing is expanding the authority 
that he has and putting together and 
reorganizing his department, expending 
money that he is spending and going 
out and doing something that we have 
not authorized yet. 

To me this argument on the rule does 
not have to do with grazing fees. It has 
to do with the National Biological Sur
vey. 

What I feel we should do is put aside 
the money until the authorizing lan
guage has been passed, until this House 
has had the ability to pass on this 
question. 
· I also believe that with the language 

that is included in this conference re
port we do not have protection of prop
erty rights in the same way that we did 
with our amendment when we passed 
our amendment overwhelmingly in this 
body. It had different language than 
what is included, as well as the other 
amendments that were passed that day 
which are not protected by this. 

I hope very much that the chairmen 
who have gotten up previously and 
promised we will have the National Bi
ological Survey back are correct, and 
that we do get that back, and that we 
are able to finish that process. But it is 
not at this current time possible. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POMBO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I can as
sure the gentleman that we will make 
every effort in the House, but in sug
gesting what we can do to control the 
Senate is another matter. We will do 
our best to work with the gentleman 
on that. 

Mr. POMBO. Unfortunately, I realize 
that we do not control the other body. 
But I just would like to make the final 
point that if you call the Interior De
partment now you can get the number 
of the National Biological Survey. So 
they are already moving ahead. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
my friends, I come to this well to com
pliment the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES], chairman of the sub
committee for this work, and the work 
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of the conference, with the understand
ing that I am terribly disturbed about 
the Biological. Survey that has been 
put in this legislation. As the gen
tleman from California just mentioned, 
the Secretary is already doing it. The 
Secretary is already stripping the 
money from the Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice, and as my good friend from Michi
gan said, depleting the resources and 
putting in this Biological Survey. 

This, as I said before, is a national
ization under one umbrella of the plan
ning and use of our land. But it is my 
understanding, and I have the assur
ance of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] that we 
are going to bring the authorization 
bill to the floor tomorrow or some time 
this week, and we will have an oppor
tunity once and for all to establish, 
without any doubt, that the private 
landholder's rights are protected, that 
the volunteers will not be used, and 
that we will have a chance to make 
sure that the survey will be done on 
Federal lands prior to private lands, 
and that we, the Congress, will be set
ting the guidelines for the Biological 
Survey, and that should be done. No 
executive branch should be doing what 
my good Secretary is doing now. No 
Secretary, no Cabinet member should 
be setting policy. This Congress should 
be setting policy. This Congress should 
be directing, and only through author
ization can we do that. 

I am not happy with the conference 
report. I wish the Biological Survey 
was not in this report. But the Senate 
put it in. It was in the Senate side and, 
in fact, the House, with the help of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] and 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] did improve that lot which we 
are faced with today. 

But let us come to this floor tomor
row with the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. TAUZIN], the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS], the gen
tleman f;rom California [Mr. MILLER], 
and myself and pass an authorization 
bill that directs the Secretary on this 
survey shall be conducted. That is the 
way we should proceed. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption. of this 
rule. I have heard all of the pros and 
cons, but we realize now here it is the 
latter part of October. November is 
coming up. The Rules Committee has 
scheduled an emergency bill for a CR. 

We are not making any progress. Let 
us bring this measure to the floor and 
hammer it out and pass it. It is time 
for action and not colloquy. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], the 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
REGULA] is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. REGULA. My colleagues, as I 

have listened to the debate this after
noon, I am not sure we are talking 
about the bill or the conference report 
that we brought back. I have heard 
that we authorized the Biological Sur
vey. We did not authorize any survey. 
The Secretary has done this under sec
retarial order by the authority granted 
by this Congress in 1950, which allows 
reorganization. I am no fan of the Bio
logical Survey, believe me. I voted for 
the Taylor amendment. In order to pro
tect the property owners, at the re
quest of four of my colleagues from the 
Republican side, who wrote me a letter 
on October 7, requesting that we put in 
a requirement that there be written 
permission if anyone were to go in on 
private lands, we put it in. 

Second, they said in their letter to 
me, signed by four of my colleagues, 
"Do not allow volunteers." The Senate 
language authorized the use of volun
teers. We in the House objected and we 
struck it out so they cannot use volun
teers. 

Third, they said be sure that they do 
not do anything beyond what is al
ready authorized in the law. And if you 
read the conference report, the state
ment of managers, we make it very 
clear that they should not do anything 
that is not already authorized by law. 

It has been done; Secretary Watt, in 
1982, reorganized and created the Min
erals Management Service. He did it 
without any additional action by this 
Congress. 

So let me make it clear: The Biologi
cal Survey issue here is just a Trojan 
horse in a cowboy hat. The real issue is 
grazing. They are using the Biological 
Survey to obfuscate the questions of 
grazing. That is the target. 

The truth of the matter is this con
ference report tightens up the Sec
retary's authorities. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

When the gentleman refers to min
erals management, he means biodiver
sity? 

Mr. REGULA. No. I said 1982. 
Mr. YATES. That is what they are 

doing. 
Mr. REGULA. Yes, that is what they 

are doing. 
Let me make clear, if this rule is de

feated, the Biological Survey will go 
ahead regardless because it is already 
authorized. The money will be spent 
with no controls. 

So, if you want written permission to 
go on private land, if you want no vol
unteers, and if you want a requirement 
that they get authorization for further 
activities, you should vote for the rule 
and for the conference report and do 
not get distracted by that issue be
cause we tightened it up considerably. 

The Senate bill had the money in, 
the House bill had the money in, we 
passed the rule on a voice vote. Noth
ing was said on the floor about the 
money when we had the original bill. 
Therefore, if the rule is defeated, we go 
back to conference. 

There is not an issue. The money in 
the House and the Senate bill is al
ready there, and you will not have the 
requirement for written permission, 
you will not have the elimination of 
the volunteers, and you will not have a 
requirement for additional authoriza
tion. 

If you are for: restrictions on the Bio
logical Survey, you must vote for the 
rule. 

Now, the grazing issue has been de
bated extensively in both Houses, and I 
think we are pretty much all aware of 
that. Three hundred and fourteen Mem
bers of this body voted for the motion 
to instruct our conferees to get a graz
ing compromise, to get grazing-fee lan
guage in the bill, We have followed the 
instructions given to us as conferees. 
And if you are one of the 314 that voted 
for that motion to instruct, you should 
also be voting "yes" on this rule and 
"yes" on the conference report because 
the Biological Survey-and I keep em
phasizing this because it has been dis
torted by way of information here-we 
tightened it up considerably over what 
will happen without our language. 

I hope the authorizing committee 
will move tomorrow and get this done. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Ohio, the ranking 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding further to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it is vitally important 
that we get an authorizing bill because 
without it and without this language, 
you are giving the Secretary a free 
hand. 

If you want him to have a free hand, 
then you are against the rule. If you 
want him to be constrained in what he 
can do and if you want to avoid those 
volunteers, you want to vote "yes" on 
the rule, "yes" on the bill. 

We have made every effort to protect 
and conform to the will of the House. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
gentleman in the well. I think what he 
is telling us is the Biological Survey is 
now reduced to one species: It is a beef 
about the beef. 

Mr. REGULA. What is that? 
Mr. VENTO. It is a beef about the 

beef-grazing permits and cost 
changes. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wyoming. 
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Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman in the 

well has not spoken at all about the 
regulations. He talked about the fees. 
What about these 19 pages of regula
tions, is that what was instructed from 
this House? 

Mr. REGULA. Yes. And the instruc
tion from the House did not specify 
what should be done. The Senate, of 
course, put a moratorium on having 
anything done. I am not totally happy 
with the restrictions, but nevertheless 
that was the way it was worked out by 
the Senate and House conferees. It is 
much less onerous than the Secretary's 
rules. 

Let me say that if we go back to con
ference, there is a good possibility that 
we end up with nothing in the way of 
language, and then the Secretary will, 
by Executive order, do something far 
worse in terms of grazing fees and rules 
and the whole 9 yards then you have 
here. 

We have really restricted what the 
Secretary can do. · 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the Secretary of the In
terior has made it very clear that he 
thinks that this is the minimal amount 
that the House should do . He would 
love us to defeat this conference report 
so that he could put real onerous re
strictions on grazing fees much more in 
terms of money and much more in 
terms of environmental restrictions. 

So I think the people who come from 
the West, as I do, have got to look at 
their hole card here, because they 
could bring down a much more onerous 
package than what has been negotiated 
out fairly between the administration 
and the Congress. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, due to 
the fact that we have other speakers, I 
would like to limit the time of the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] to 1 ad
ditional minute. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I point out that when 
the arguments were made on the floor 
against Secretary Babbitt, it was said 
that the Congress ought to be the ones 
who fix the grazing fees, and not the 
Secretary of the Interior, and that is 
exactly what has happened here. The 
Congress has acted and will act on the 
grazing fees, not the Secretary. 

Mr. REGULA. If we do not pass this, 
he will set these and they will be far 
worse than these here. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had no hear
ings on this. There are not five people 
in this place that know what those reg
ulations are, and the gentleman is say
ing that the Congress is doing this? 
That is a farce, that is not true. No one 
in here knows what those regulations 
are. We are doing it simply because you 
put them on an appropriations. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. We had a briefing on the 
Secretary's proposal, and I know that 
the gentleman was unable to be there, 
but several of us were there. Some of 
us actually had the opportunity-! 
would be happy to share with the gen
tleman a copy of the land reform poli
cies that the Secretary provided each 
of us. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, bottom 
line, a "yes" vote on the rule is to re
strict the Secretary, a "no" vote is to 
give him a free hand. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
GILCHREST]. 

Mr. GILCHREST. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been a great 
deal of discussion here about the rule, 
and Members are going to have to de
cide which way they want to vote on 
this rule for themselves. 

But what seems to be missing in 
some of the discussion is the substance 
of the topic contained in the appropria
tion. 

I want to address that. And one of 
those topics, that is, the act to study 
the biological systems of the United 
States, the Biological Systems Act. 
There are several positive things that 
Members need to know out there: Prop
erty rights are protected in the bill. 
There is no question. The information 
will be invaluable for local planners to 
compare that to digital computerized 
mapping of their regions so that they 
can more expertly, based on knowledge 
and intelligence, plan and manage the 
growth of their communities. 

0 1650 

This is how this all intersects. The 
last thing, if you are a farmer, you 
have an agricultural community, un
derstanding where the weeds are and 
where the pests are is vitally impor
tant. 

So Mr. Speaker, I urge you to vote on 
this bill based on the substance of the 
material. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES], the chairman of the Sub-

committee on Interior of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speai{er, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to reiterate what 
my friend and ranking member of the 
Interior Appropriations Subcommittee 
said. If you do not vote this rule up, 
the Biological Survey will lose. I mean, 
those who want to apply restrictions to 
the Secretary of the Interior will have 
the restrictions that are in this bill re
moved, and I do not think that is what 
they want. The rule protects those. 

Second, if you are interested in in
creasing grazing fees and adjusting the 
grazing fees, as the House dem
onstrated, if you defeat the rule you 
are going to lose the grazing fees, be
cause it will be subject to a point of 
order. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to ap
prove the rule. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge de
feat of the rule before the House. 

Last week, this body conducted an ex
tended debate on the National Biological Sur
vey. 

I thought that, by the time we were done, 
we'd made pretty clear what the intent of the 
House was toward the Survey. We wanted the 
surveyors to get written permission before en
tering private land. We did not want unquali
fied volunteers conducting the Survey. We 
wanted the data collected to be open to all, in
cluding the owners of the land surveyed, and 
to be subject to peer review. . 

More then 300 of us said we wanted these 
things. Well, for all intents and purposes, 
that's out of there. For all intents and pur
poses, most of us are being ignored in this 
conference report. But then there is something 
in this conference report to outrage virtually 
everyone. 

The unamended Biological Survey. Funding 
for that Survey, which has never been author
ized. Treatment of the grazing issue which, as 
with so much else in this bill, will pretty much 
allow the Interior Secretary to do whatever he 
wants to do. You vote for this rule and you are 
ceding any semblance of control this House 
has over the Interior Department and public 
lands policy. Vote "no" on this rule and keep 
some self-respect. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I stand before 
you today to urge your vote against the re
strictive rule allowing for the consideration of 
the fiscal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill. 

It was only a few short weeks ago that an 
overwhelming majority of the Members of this 
Chamber voted to uphold private property 
rights by supporting Congressman CHARLES 
TAYLOR's amendment to the National Biologi
cal Survey [NBS] bill. 

From across the country, property owners 
wanted to make sure we got the message 
loud and clear: private property must be pro
tected against unreasonable Government 
searches. Further, they expressed concern 
about the shortfalls, and the excesses, of the 
Biological Survey bill . 

Americans have legitimate concerns that the 
National Biological Survey would give the 
Government the unrestrained right to enter pri
vate property under the guise of conducting a 
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survey, without providing any reasonable 
guidelines to address the important issues of 
privacy, liability for any injury or damage in
curred by NBS personnel while conducting ac
tivities on private lands, reimbursements for 
damages to the lands caused by surveyors, 
and protections against unreasonable search 
and seizures. 

During House consideration of the Biological 
Survey bill, eight amendments were passed 
that would help to address the concerns of pri
vate property owners, and to safeguard 
against the Federal Government running amok 
on non-Federal lands and private property. 
Several additional amendments were antici
pated, but the bill was pulled from further con
sideration, leaving the many issues unre
solved. I believe that the high number of 
amendments to the bill is· evidence that the 
National Biological Survey is flawed, and has 
serious shortcomings. 

Today, we are being asked to consider the 
fiscal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill, 
that will provide $163.5 million in funding for 
the National Biological Survey. With the ex
ception of retaining a portion of an amend
ment that would require the written permission 
of a private property owner prior to entering 
lands to conduct survey activities, all other 
amendments were scrapped from the Interior 
appropriations bill. 

I do not believe that it is unreasonable to 
ask that the Rules Committee take another 
look at the limits placed on the debate on the 
rule, when fully 73 percent of the Members of 
the House voted in support of protecting pri
vate property rights. 

The Rules Committee has ignored the 
strong will of the House by allowing this bill to 
come to the floor for consideration under such 
restrictive and limited language as to stifle any 
meaningful debate on major legislative and 
policy issues, and I ask that my colleagues 
vote against the rule. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The question is on the resolu
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 253, nays 
174, not voting 6, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barca 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 

[Roll No. 522] 
YEA8-253 

Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 

Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Co!Uns (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 

Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
BUirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Bunning 

Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (0H) 
Quillen 
Rahall 

NAY8-174 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 

Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Geren 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 

Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knoll en berg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lambert 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 

Engel 
Gekas 

Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Nussle 
Orton 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Quinn 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Rowland 
Royce 

NOT VOTING---6 
Hastert 
Meek 
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Santorum 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 

Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Williams 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

Zeliff 

Michel 
Reynolds 

Messrs. SUNDQUIST, JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, POMEROY, 
ROHRABACHER, and ENGLISH of 
Oklahoma changed their vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, and Messrs. 
GUTIERREZ, PORTMAN, GLICKMAN, 
and BLUTE changed their vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to the provisions of House Resolution 
279, I call up the conference report on 
the bill (H.R. 2520) making appropria
tions for the Department of the Inte
rior and related agencies, for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Pursuant to the rule, the con
ference report is considered as having 
been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Friday, October 15, 1993, at page 24833.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, today we 
consider the conference report on fiscal 
year 1994 appropriations for the De
partment of the Interior and related 
agencies. Contrary to the debate dur
ing the rule which gave the impression 
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that this bill may be limited to the Na
tional Biological Survey and grazing 
fees, this bill contains much more. It 
contains funds for our national parks, 
our wildlife refuges, our public lands, 
our forests, Indian programs, energy 
programs, and cultural programs. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment is well within our 602(b) alloca
tion for both discretionary budget au
thority and discretionary outlays. In 
budget authority, we are $14,375,000 
below the allocation, and $8,926,000 
below the allocation for outlays. 'The 
agreement is also $229 million below 
the President's request. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment is above the amount that the 
House passed by $702,869,000. Before 
Members go into shock at that state
ment, the principal reason for this in
crease is the reinstatement of funds for 
the Bureau of Land Management. When 
the bill was before the House, funds for 
the Bureau of Land Management were 
stricken under a point of order because 
the Bureau of Land Management had 
not been reauthorized. The Senate did 
include money for the Bureau of Land 
Management, and the House on Sep
tember 13 passed an authorization for 
BLM. That is why we have that 
amount of money in this bill ; to take 
care of funding for that agency. 

One of the issues facing the con
ference, of course, and you have al
ready heard something about it, is the 
grazing program. The conferees were 
instructed to go to conference and 
work out a grazing fee increase and a 
grazing program with the Senate. The 
Senate had placed a moratorium on the 
effort by Secretary Babbitt to increase 
grazing fees, and the conferees removed 
that moratorium. 

Mr. Speaker, the agreement that we 
have reached provides an increase in 
grazing fees to $3.45 over a 3-year pe
riod and legislates certain grazing re
forms. It is a significant and positive 
resolution to an issue that has been 
contentious over many, many years. 

With respect to the National Biologi
cal Survey, I would like to repeat what 
I said during the debate, that the ap
propriations for the National Biologi
cal Survey that are in this bill in no 
way expand the authority for the Sec
retary of the Interior. 

0 1720 
Until such time as the authorizing 

bill is passed, the Secretary of the In te
rior is required to operate the Biologi
cal Survey only under the authority 
that he currently has and consistent 
with responsibilities being carried out 
at the present time by the different 
agencies within the Department. 

As was pointed out so eloquently by 
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA], amendment No. 18 in 
this bill carries out the intention of 
those who want to put restrictions on 
the National Biological Survey in that 

the Secretary is prevented from initi
ating new surveys on private lands 
without the written permission of the 
landowners. This is in accordance with 
amendments that were passed when the 
authorizing bill was under consider
ation on this floor. 

Under the Forest Service, the con
ferees agreed to language which was in
cluded in the House version of the bill, 
which will require all new timber sales 
in fiscal year 1994 to be conducted 
using the tree measurement method, 
instead of scaling. Certain exceptions 
will be allowed for salvage or thinning 
sales, but even in these cases, the sales 
will be scaled by Forest Service person
nel or by companies under contract to 
the Forest Service, rather than by 
third party scaling bureaus paid for by 
the timber companies. These provisions 
will be helpful in reducing fraud and 
theft in the national forests. 

The conferees also agreed to the 
House proposal for organizational inde
pendence for the Forest Service crimi
nal investigations staff, while agreeing 
that general law enforcement person
nel would remain integrated into the 
Forest Service management structure. 
The conference agreement also in
cludes an increase of $900,000 for crimi
nal investigations and timber theft ac
tivities, and moves the law enforce
ment funding back to the National 
Forest System account, with bill lan
guage providing that not less than $55.6 
million will be available for law en
forcement . Together with funds pro
vided elsewhere in the bill, the total 
available for law enforcement will be 
at least $66.7 million in 1994. 

Also under the Forest Service, the 
conferees agreed to include certain pro
visions and programs related to the ad
ministration's Pacific Northwest forest 
plan. These include increases of $10 
million for community assistance, $5 
million for old growth diversification 
projects, and $20 million for watershed 
restoration projects on national forest 
lands. An additional $26 million will be 
available from timber salvage funds to 
carry out assessments related to the 
watershed restoration program. A re
duction of $35 million to the roads 
budget, including $25 million for tim
ber roads, will offset partially these in
creases. Also related to the forest plan, 
there is $7 million for an ecosystems 
restoration fund in the Department of 
the Interior. 

The conferees also agreed to include 
language proposed by the Senate which 
will allow the Forest Service to offer 
early outs to a number of employees 
who will have to be let go due to the 
decrease in the timber program. Sav
ings of up to $25 million could be 
achieved by offering these early outs 
rather than having to conduct a costly 
reduction-in-force [RIF]. This provi
sion will expire as soon as legislation 
providing Government-wide early out 
authority is enacted into law. 

The final product of the conference 
follows the pattern established in the 
House bill to increase the operating 
programs of the Department of the In
terior. The principal land management 
agencies of the Department, the Bu
reau of Land Management, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Na
tional Park Service, each have signifi
cant operating increases. For the Bu
reau of Land Management, the increase 
is $65 million or 12 percent over 1993. 
For the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
the increase is $60 million, or 14 per
cent, over 1993. For the National Park 
Service the increase is $110 million, or 
11.6 percent. 

Offsetting these increases in part, the 
conference agreement reduced the con
struction program in this bill by $112 
million below the 1993 level of $1.1 bil
lion and reduced land acquisition $31 
million below 1993. 

There is a total of $254,277,000 for land 
acquisition and State assistance in the 
conference agreement. Appropriations 
for Federal acquisitions total 
$226,224,000. State grants from the Fund 
are set at $28 million, the same level as 
fiscal year 1993 and the President's re
quest. Requests to the subcommittee 
from Members and others for land ac
quisition totaled well over $1 billion. 
The projects incorporated in the con
ference report include many worthy 
items for which members of this House 
have requested consideration. We could 
not fund all the projects requested nor 
fund all the projects we did include at 
the levels we would have liked but, on 
the whole, I believe the agreements 
reached by the conferees amount to a 
good compromise which fairly balances 
the many competing needs. 

The conference agreement continues 
the current moratoria on offshore oil 
and gas leasing and development. The 
current administration has supported 
continuing these moratoria while it re
views the OCS program. The moratoria 
cover the entire east and west coast, 
the eastern Gulf of Mexico and Bristol 
Bay in Alaska. 

Amounts for the Department of En
ergy include an increase of $111,472,000, 
or over 19 percent above fiscal year 1993 
levels, for energy conservation pro
grams reflecting substantial increases 
for both research and development and 
grant programs such as low income 
weatherization. The program total is 
$690,375,000. 

In the statement of the managers ac
companying the conference report, 
there is an incorrect number. Under 
amendment No. 48, the total amount 
included for the Northern Mariana Is
lands should be $27,720,000. Also, with 
regard to the Blackstone River Valley 
NHC, the statement of the managers 
left out the clarification that the 
$500,000 included is for technical assist
ance. 
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Within the total funds provided for 

operations, the Park Service may allo
cate funds for the Keweenaw National 
Historical Park not to exceed $150,000. 

Two other corrections should be 
noted in the statement of the man
agers. The Emiquon National Wildlife 
Refuge, referenced on page 15, is in Illi
nois and the White Earth Clinic, ref
erenced on page 57, is in Minnesota. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
my good friend, my partner in this pro
gram, the ranking member, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. REGULA], who 
has done so much in shaping this bill. 

I want to pay my respects .to all the 
members of my team. I see the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] on 
the floor. He was a very effective mem
ber of our subcommittee and contrib
uted a great deal to the final report. 
We did a good job under difficult cir
cumstances, and I would urge support 
for this conference report. 

I want to also pay my respects to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PACK
ARD]. who was more than faithful in his 
attention to his duties. I do not re
member a single day of hearings that 

he did not attend. He, too, helped fash
ion a good bill. 

I want to pay my tribute as well to a 
group of young people who make up the 
staff of our subcommittee, the best 
staff, I think, of any subcommittee in 
the House. Under the leadership of Neal 
Sigmon, they have done a remarkable 
job. I give them my highest thanks and 
tribute. 

At this point, I ·ask that a table de
tailing the various accounts in the bill, 
as agreed to by the conferees, be in
serted in the RECORD: 
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Fv 19941NTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 2520) 

TTTl.E I • DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

Management of lands and re.oun::es ............................................... . 
Fire protection .................................................... ~ ....•....•..•.•••••••••.••••.•• 
Emergency Department of the Interior flreflghting fund •••••••••..•.••...•. 

Emergency contingency ............................................................... . 
Construction and acc:ell ................................................................... . 

Payments In lieu of tax" .................................................................. . 
Land acqullltion ................................................................................ . 
Oregon and California grant Iandi ................................................... . 
Forest ecosystems health and rec;oyery .......................................... .. 

Mandatory ..................................................................................... . 
Range lmprowmentl QndeflnHe) ...................................................... . 
Service charges, deP<*tl, and folfeHures QndeflnHe) ...................... . 
Payments to counties ....................................................................... .. 
MIKellaneoul trust funds QndeflnHe) .............................................. .. 

Total, Bureau of Land Management ............................................ 

UnHed States Fish and Wildlife Service 

Aelource management ...................................................................... 
Construction ....................................................................................... 
Natural re.ource damage aunament and restoration fund ............ 
Land acqullltlon ................................................................................. 
Cooperative endangered species conservation fund ........................ 
National wildlife refuge fund .............................................................. 
Relovards and operations .................................................................... 
North Amerk:an wetlands conservation fund ..................................... 
Wildlife conservation and appreciation fund ..................................... 

Total, UnHed States Fish and Wildlife Service ............................. 

National Biological Survey 

ReMarch, Inventories, and surveys .................................................... 

National Park Service 

Operation of the national park system .............................................. . 
National recreation and preMrvation ............................................... .. 
Historic preMrvation fund ................................................................ .. 
eon.truction ..................................................................................... .. 
Urban parte and recreation fund ....................................................... .. 
Land and water conservation fund (rncllllon of contract 
authority) ............................................................... · ...... · ................... . 
Land acquisition and state assistance ............................................. .. 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts ............................ .. 
Illinois and Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor 

Commission ................................................................................... .. 

Total, National Park Servlc:e (net) ................................................ . 

UnHed States Geological Survey 

Surveys, Investigations, and research ............................................... . 

Minerals Management Service 

Leasing and royalty management ................................................... .. 
011 spill reM&reh ................................................................................ . 

Total, Minerals Management Service .......................................... . 

Bureau of Mines 

Mines and minerals ........................................................................... . 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 

Regulation and technology .............................................................. .. 
Receipts from performance bond forfeitures QndeflnHe) .................. . 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Abandoned mine reclamation fund (definite, trust fund) ................ .. 

Total, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement.. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Operation of Indian programs .......................................................... .. 
(By transfer) .................................................................................. .. 

Construction ..................................................................................... .. 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

540,246,000 
118,296,000 
112,674,000 
(51,200,000) 
15,676,000 

104,108,000 
27,798,000 
82,415,000 

991,000 
............................ 

10,747,000 
7,932,000 

............................ 
7,380,000 

1,028,261,000 

530,537,000 
109,887,000 

4,645,000 
76,544,000 

6,565,000 
11,748,000 

1,191,000 
9,171,000 

............................ 

750,288,000 

............................ 

971,655,000 
35,903,000 
41,617,000 

228,031,000 
............................ 

·30,000,000 
117,900,000 
20,629,000 

248,000 

1,385,983,000 

578,187,000 

195,339,000 
5,331,000 

200,670,000 

174,235,000 

111,716,000 
1,190,000 

112,906,000 

187,930,000 

300,836,000 

1,363,663,000 
(3,900,000) 

149,613,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

600,844,000 
117,143,000 
116,674,000 

............................ 
7,167,000 

104,108,000 
16,377,000 
88,552,000 

............................ 
1.~.000 

10,025,000 
7,932,000 

26,111,000 
7,505,000 

1,103,938,000 

498,312,000 
78,438,000 
8,760,000 

55,404,000 
10,571,000 
14,079,000 

1,169,000 
13,957,000 

1,000,000 

679,690,000 

179,445,000 

1,128,667,000 
42,929,000 
40,000,000 

185,700,000 
5,000,000 

·30,000,000 
77,600,000 
20,260,000 

250,000 

1,470,406,000 

597,364,000 

198,686,000 
5,331,000 

202,017,000 

153,656,000 

110,009,000 
1,190,000 

111,199,000 

191,629,000 

302,828,000 

1,473,306,000 
............................ 

114,110,000 

House 

............................ 
117,143,000 
116,674,000 

............................ 

............................ 
104,108,000 

14,877,000 
83,052,000 

............................ 
1,~.000 

............................ 

............................ 
12,000,000 

............................ 

449,354,000 

492,229,000 
53,209,000 

7,260,000 
61,610,000 

9,571,000 
11,748,000 

1,169,000 
11,257,000 

1,000,000 

649,053,000 

163,604,000 

1,059,033,000 
35,606,000 
40,000,000 

183,949,000 
5,000,000 

·30,000,000 
89,460,000 
20,629,000 

250,000 

1,403,927,000 

584,685,000 

193,197,000 
5,681,000 

198,878,000 

169,336,000 

110,552,000 
1,190,000 

111,742,000 

190,107,000 

301,849,000 

1,492,650,000 
............................ 

172,799,000 

Senate 

604,415,000 
117,143,000 
116,67 4,000 

............................ 
10,817,000 

104,108,000 
8,177,000 

83,052,000 

···························· 
1,500,000 

10,025,000 
7,932,000 

. ........ ................... 
7,505,000 

1,071 ,348,000 

476,831,000 
75,388,000 

6,260,000 
76,204,000 

8,571,000 
13,748,000 

1,169,000 
13,257,000 

1,000,000 

672,428,000 

156,837,000 

1,063,335,000 
43,844,000 
40,000,000 

191,136,000 
............................ 

·30,000,000 
95,587,000 
20,629,000 

250,000 

1,424,781,000 

584,685,000 

192,897,000 
5,331,000 

198,228,000 

171,584,000 

110,552,000 
1,190,000 

111,742,000 

190,107,000 

301,849,000 

1 ,489,885;000 
............................ 

150,429,000 

Conferttnce 

599,860,000 
117,143,000 
116,67 4,000 

............................ 
10,467,000 

104,108,000 
12,122,000 
83,052,000 

............................ 
1,500,000 

10,025,000 
7,932,000 

....................... ..... 
7,505,000 

1,070,388,000 

484,313,000 
73,565,000 
6,700,000 

82,655,000 
9,000,000 

12,000,000 
1,169,000 

12,000,000 
1,000,000 

682,402,000 

163,519,000 

1,061 ,823,000 
42,585,000 
40,000,000 

201,724,000 
5,000,000 

·30,000,000 
95,250,000 
20,629,000 

250,000 

1,437,261,000 

584,685,000 

193,197,000 
5,331,000 

198,528,000 

169,436,000 

110,552,000 
1,190,000 

111,742,000 

190,107,000 

301,849,000 

1,490,805,000 
............................ 

166,979,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+59,614,000 
·1,153,000 

+4,000,000 
(·51,200,000) 

·5,209,000 

·15,67 4,000 
+637,000 
·991,000 

+1,500,000 
·722,000 

+ 125,000 

+42,127,000 

·46,224,000 
·36,322,000 
+2,055,000 
+6,111,000 
+2,435,000 

+252,000 
·22,000 

+2,829,000 
+ 1,000,000 

-67,886,000 

+ 163,519,000 

+ 90, 1 68,000 
+6,682,000 
·1,617,000 

·26,307 ,000 
+5,000,000 

............................ 
·22,650,000 

.......................... .. 

+2,000 

+51,278,000 

+6,498,000 

·2,142,000 

·2,142,000 

·4,799,000 

·1,164,000 
.......... .................. 

·1,164,000 

+2,177,000 

+1,013,000 

+ 127,142,000 
(·3,900,000) 

+ 17,366,000 
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Indian land .m Willer claim Mttlementa and mi.cellaneous 
paymenta to Indiana ........................................................................ . 
~·r.habllltatlon ti'Uil fund ........................................................ .. 
Technical aal.tanc:e d Indian ent~ ....................................... . 
Indian direct loan program .ccount .................................................. . 

(Umltatlon on direct loans) ........................................................... .. 
Indian guaranteed loan PfO;ram .ccount ........................................ . 

(Umltatlon on guaranteed loans) .................................................. . 
Ml8cellaneous permanent appropriations (by tramfef) .................... . 

Total, Bureau d Indian Affalra ..................................................... . 

Tenttorlal.m lntemallonal Affalra 

Admlnlatrlltlon d territories .............................................................. .. 
Nonhem Mariana lllands Covenant ............................................ .. 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

TI'Uil T enttory d the Paclflo lllanda ................................................. .. 

Compild d FrH ~ ........................................................... .. 
Mandatory payments ................................................................... .. 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

Total, Territorial and lntemallonal Affairs ................................... .. 

Departmental OlficH 

Office d the Secretary ...................................................................... .. 
Ecoeystem restoration funda ............................................................. . 
Office d the Solicitor ........................................................................ .. 
Office d lnapector General ............................................................... . 
eon.tructlon Management .............................................................. .. 
National Indian Gaming Commilllon ............................................... . 

Total, Departmental Offlcel ......................................................... . 

Total, title I, Department d the Interior (net) ............................... . 
Appropriations ..................................................................... . 
Reec:lsalon .......................................................................... .. 

(Umltatlon on direct loans) ...................................................... . 
(Umitatlon on guaranteed loans) ........................................... .. 

TITLE II • RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

Forest research ................................................................................. .. 
State and private forestry .................................................................. .. 
Emergency pest supp..-lon fund ................................................... . 
lntemallonai forestry ......................................................................... .. 
National forest system ....................................................................... . 
Forest Service law enforcement ........................................................ . 
Forest Service fire protection ............................................................. . 
Emergency Forest Service flreflghtlng fund ..................................... .. 

Emergency contingency .............................................................. .. 
Construdlon ..................................................................................... .. 

Timber receipts trannr to general fund Qndeflnlte) ..................... . 
Timber purchaMr credits ............................................................... . 

Land acquisition ................................................................................ . 
Acquisition d lands for national forests, special acts ......... ~ ............ .. 
Acquisition d lands to complete land e)(changn Qndeflnite) ......... . 
Range betterment fund Qndeflnlte) .................................................. .. 
Gifts, donations and bequests for forest and rangeland rHearch .. .. 
Payments to counties ........................................................................ . 

Total, Forest Service .................................................................... . 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Clean coal technology ..................................................................... .. 
Foesil energy research .m development ......................................... . 
Alternative fuels procluc:tlon Qndefinlte) ............................................ . 
Naval petroleum and oil shale r...,.,.. ........................................... .. 
Energy conMrvatlon ......................................................................... .. 
Economic regulation ........................................................................ .. 
Emergency preparedness ................................................................ .. 
Strllteglc: Petroleum Resenle ............................................................ .. 
SPR petroleum account ................................................................... .. 
Energy information Administration ................................................... . 

Biomass Energy Development (Transfer1 .................................... .. 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

38,809,000 
3,986,000 
1,970,000 
2,479,000 

(11,300,000) 
9,887,000 

(88,800,000) 
(6,000,000) 

1,M9,987 ,000 

52,223,000 
28,980,000 

81,203,000 

23,051,000 

10,388,000 
10,000,000 

20,388,000 

124,822,000 

63,092,000 
............................ 

31,457,000 
23,S39,000 

2,172,000 
2,040,000 

122,300,000 

8,23!5,389,000 
(6,265,389,000) 

(·30,000,000) 
(11,300,000) 
(88,800,000) 

182,715,000 
156,227,000 
(26,000,000) 

1,307,274,000 

189,163,000 
185,411,000 

(188,000,000) 
255,259,000 
(· 75,368,000) 
(110,689,000) 

82,412,000 
1,180,000 

198,000 
5,264,000 

104,000 

2,345,207,000 

·525,000,000 
418,353,000 

·7,500,000 
236,070,000 
578,903,000 

14,441,000 
9,168,000 

176,167,000 
· 125,625,000 

82,341,000 
·49,000,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

204,260,000 
2,486,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,890,000 

(89,000,000) 
. ........................... 

1,808,288,000 

53,237,000 
27,720,000 

80,~7,000 

20,338,000 

10,802,000 
10,000,000 

20,802,000 

121,897,000 

64,496,000 
............................ 

33,709,000 
24,683,000 

2,194,000 
1,500,000 

126,582,000 

6,748,109,000 
(6,n6,109,ooo) 

(·30,000,000) 
(10,890,000) 
(89,000,000) 

194,383,000 
175,657,000 

36,996,000 
1,337,253,000 

190,108,000 
190,222,000 

274,180,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 
63,955,000 

1,212,000 
203,000 

4,600,000 
96,000 

25,000,000 

2,493,845,000 

·1!50,000,000 
398,442,000 

............................ 
231,216,000 
778,439,000 

12,994,000 
8,901 ,000 

173,110,000 
....... .. ... !. . .. . .......... 

89,373,000 
............................ 

Houle 

1 03,258,000 
2,486,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,880,000 

(69,000,000) 

···························· 
1,785,318,000 

54,387,000 
27,720,000 

82,107,000 

24,038,000 

12,102,000 
10,000,000 

22,102,000 

128,247,000 

64,111,000 
............................ 

33,3!58,000 
24,283,000 

2,494,000 
1,000,000 

125,247,000 

5,959,498,000 
(5,989,498,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(10,890,000) 
(89,000,000) 

193,083,000 
148,955,000 
(15,000,000) 
11,996,000 

1,237,272,000 
67,781,000 

190,108,000 
190,222,000 

237,423,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(80,000,000) 
56,700,000 

1,212,000 
203,000 

4,600,000 
96,000 

2,339,651,000 

·150,000,000 
433,163,000 

-5,200,000 
214,772,000 
702,825,000 

12,994,000 
8,901,000 

206,810,000 
............................ 

88,053,000 
............................ 

Senate 

1 03,259,000 
2,486,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,890,000 

(89,000,000) 
............................ 

1, 780,183,000 

53,737,000 
27,720,000 

81,457,000 

23,338,000 

12,102,000 
10,000,000 

22,102,000 

126,897,000 

64,111,000 
7,000,000 

33,359,000 
24,283,000 

2,194,000 
1,500,000 

132,447,000 

6,801,267,000 
(6,631,267 ,000) 

(·30,000,000) 
(10,890,000) 
(89,000,000) 

192,983,000 
189,107,000 
(15,000,000) 

6,996,000 
1,300,153,000 

190, 1 08,000 
190,222,000 

264,795,000 
(· 71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 
51,050,000 

1,212,000 
203,000 

4,600,000 
96,000 

2,371,525,000 

·150,000,000 
429,070,000 

·5,200,000 
214,772,000 
677,013,000 

12,994,000 
8,901,000 

206,81 0,000 
............................ 

88,953,000 

··············· ············· 

Conference 

1 03,259,000 
2,486,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,890,000 

(89,000,000) 
............................ 

1,777,853,000 

54,187,000 
27,720,000 

81,907,000 

23,838,000 

12,102,000 
10,000,000 

22,102,000 

127,847,000 

64,111,000 
7,000,000 

33,359,000 
24,283,000 

2,394,000 
1,000,000 

132,147,000 

6,645, 715,000 
(6,675, 715,000) 

(·30,000,000) 
(10,890,000) 
{89,000,000) 

193,083,000 
168,107,000 
(15,000,000) 

6,996,000 
1,304,891,000 

190,108,000 
190,222,000 

249,002,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(80,000,000) 
64,250,000 

1,212,000 
203,000 

4,600,000 
96,000 

2,372, 770,000 

·175,000,000 
430,674,000 

·5,200,000 
214,772,000 
690,375,000 

12,994,000 
8,901,000 

206,810,000 

··· ························· 
88,553,000 

··· ··· ··· ············ ······· 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+64,650,000 
· 1,500,000 

. ........................... 
+5,000 

(-410,000) 
+3,000 

{+200,000) 
(~.000.000) 

+207,666,000 

+1,964,000 
·1,260,000 

+704,000 

+ 787,000 

+ 1,734,000 

+ 1,734,000 

+3,225,000 

+ 1,019,000 
+7,000,000 
+1,902,000 

t 744,000 
+222,000 

·1,040,000 

+9,847,000 

+ 410,346,000 
( + 41 0,346,000) 

(·410,000) 
(+200,000) 

+ 1 0,368,000 
+ 11 ,880,000 
(·11 ,000,000) 
+6,996,000 
·2,383,000 

+945,000 
+4,811,000 

(·188,000,000) 
~.257,000 

( + 3,471,000) 
{·50,669,000) 
+ 1,838,000 

+32,000 
+5,000 

·664,000 
·8,000 

+27,563,000 

+ 350,000,000 
+12,321,000 

+2,300,000 
·21 ,298,000 

+ 111 ,472,000 
·1,447,000 

·267,000 
+ 30,643,000 

t 125,625,000 
+4,212,000 

+ 49,000,000 
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Conference 

FY 1993 FY 1994 compared with 
Enacted Eltlrnale House Senate Conference enacted 

Revlalons of amounta for Department of Energy ............................... ............................ ............................ ·24,873,000 ............................ ···························· . ......................... .. 

Total, Departmen1 of Energy ........................................................ 808,318,000 1,542,4715,000 1 ,4815,4415,000 1,481,313,000 1,470,879,000 + 662,561,000 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Indian Health Service 

Indian health aervlcea ......................................................................... 1,524,779,000 1,601,309,000 1 ,652,394,000 1,841,!592,000 1,845,877,000 + 121 ,098,000 
Indian health facilltln ........................................ ; ................................ 333,840,000 278,811,000 296,997,000 293,682,000 296,982,000 -36,658,000 

Total, Indian Health SeiVk:e ......................................................... 1,858,419,000 1,880,120,000 1,949,391,000 1,935,274,000 1,942,859,000 + 84,440,000 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Ol'llce of Elementary and Secondary Education 

Indian education ................................................................................ 80,583,000 84,006,000 83,500,000 83,405,000 83,500,000 +2,917,000 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 

Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation 

Salarletl and expen .......................................................................... 24,698,000 28,336,000 26,936,000 28,436,000 26,936,000 +2,238,000 

lnatltute of American Indian and Aluka 
Native Culture and Ar1a Development 

Payment to the lnatltute ..................................................................... 9,312,000 9,563,000 12,563,000 12,563,000 12,563,000 +3,251,000 
- - - ----

Smlth.onlan lnatltution 

Salarlea and expen .......................................................................... 295,560,000 299,849,000 302,083,000 302,349,000 302,349,000 +6,789,000 
Conatruction and lmprovementa, National Zoological Park .............. 7,833,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 -2,433,000 
Repair and rntoration of buildings .................................................... 24,193,000 24,000,000 24,000,000 24,000,000 24,000,000 ·193,000 
Conatruction ....................................................................................... 16,687,000 10,400,000 10,400,000 10,400,000 10,400,000 -6,287,000 

Total, Smlth.onian lnatltution ....................................................... 344,273,000 339,449,000 341 ,883,000 342, 149,000 342,149,000 ·2,124,000 

National Gallery of Art 

Salariea and expen .......................................................................... 51,188,000 51,018,()_00 51,908,000 51,908,000 51,908,000 t 720,000 
Repair, reatoration and renovation of buildings ................................ 3,531,000 2,831,000 2,831,000 2,831,000 2,831,000 -700,000 

Total, National Gallery of Art ........................................................ 54,719,000 53,849,000 54,739,000 54,739,000 54,739,000 +20,000 

WoodrON Wll.on International Center for Scholars 

Salarletl and expen .......................................................................... 6,252,000 6,252,000 6,352,000 6,352,000 6,352,000 +100,000 

National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanltln 

National Endowment for the Arts 

Granta and admlnlatration .................................................................. 144,318,000 144,451,000 137,228,000 140,836,000 140,836,000 ·3,482,000 
Matching granta .................................................................................. 30,142,000 30,142,000 28,635,000 29,392,000 29,392,000 ·750,000 

Total, National Endowment for the Arts ....................................... 174,460,000 174,593,000 165,883,000 170,228,000 170,228,000 -4,232,000 

National Endowment for the Humanities 

Granta and admlnlatratlon .................................................................. 151,222,000 151,300,000 151,300,000 151,300,000 151,300,000 +78,000 
Matching grants .................................................................................. 26,191,000 26,191,000 26,191,000 26,191,000 26,191,000 . ........................... 

Total, National Endowmen1 for the Humanitin ........................... 177,413,000 177,491,000 177,491,000 177,491,000 177,491,000 +78,000 

lnatltute of Muaeum Services 

Grants and administration .................................................................. 28,754,000 28,777,000 28,777,000 28,777,000 28,777,000 +23,000 

Total, National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanltln ....... 380,627,000 380,881,000 372,131,000 376,496,000 376,496,000 ·4,131,000 

Commission of Fine Arts 

Salarletl and expen .......................................................................... 791,000 809,000 805,000 805,000 805,000 +14,000 

National capital Ar1a and Cultural Affairs 

Grants ................................................................................................. 7,000,000 7,189,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 +500,000 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Salaries and expen .......................................................................... 2,757,000 2,809,000 2,959,000 2,959,000 2,959,000 +202,000 

National Capital Planning Commission 

Salaries and expen .......................................................................... 5,750,000 5,868,000 5,868,000 5,868,000 5,868,000 +118,000 

Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission 

Salarletl and expen .......................................................................... 535,000 49,000 49,000 49,000 49,000 -486,000 
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Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation 

Salaries and expenMS ....................................................................... 
Public deYelopment ............................................................................ 
Land acquisition and deYelopment fund ........................................... 

Total, Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation .............. 

United States Holocaust Memorial Council 

Holocaust Memortal Council .............................................................. 

Total, title II, Related Agencies ..................................................... 
(Timber receipts tranlfer to general fund, indefinite) ............... 
(Timber purehaler credits) ....................................................... 

Grand total: 
New budget (obligational) authority (net) ............................... . 

Appropriations ..................................................................... . 
AeKialons ......................................................................... .. 

(Timber receipts tranlfer to general fund, Indefinite) .............. . 
(Timber purehaler credits) ...................................................... . 

TTTlE I ·DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management .................................................... ; •.•.... 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service ........................................... .. 
National Biological Survey ................................................................ . 
National PM Service ........................................................................ . 
United States Geological Survey ....................................................... . 
Minerals Management Senlice .......................................................... . 
Bureau of Mines ............................................................................... .. 
Office of Surface Mining Reelarnatlon and Enforcement ................. . 
Bureau ot Indian Affairs ..................................................................... . 
Territorial and International Affairs ................................................... .. 
Departmental Olflces ........................................................................ .. 

Total, Title I • Department of the Interior .................................... .. 

TTTlE II- RELATED AGENCIES 

Forest Service .................................................................................... . 
Department of Energy ....................................................................... . 
Indian Health ..................................................................................... . 
Indian Edueelon ............................................................................... . 
Office ot Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation .................................... . 
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture 
and Arts Development ..................................................................... . 

Smith8onlan ...................................................................................... . 
National Gallery of Art ....................................................................... . 
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars .......................... . 
National Endowment for the Arts ...................................................... . 
National Endowment for the Hurnenitlea ......................................... .. 
Institute of Museum Services ............................................................ . 
Commission of Fine Arts ................................................................... . 
National Cepltal Arts and Cultural Affairs ......................................... .. 
Advllory Council on Historic Preservation ....................................... .. 
National Cepltal Planning Commission ............................................ . 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memortal Commission ........................... . 
PennsylvaniA Avenue Development Corporation ............................ .. 
Holocaust MemortaJ Council ............................................................. . 

Total, Title II- Related Agencies .................................................. . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

2,686,000 
4,947,000 
6,445,000 

14,078,000 

21,268,000 

5,964,587,000 
(· 75,366,000) 

(11 0,669,000) 

12,199,956,000 
(12,229,956,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(· 75,366,000) 

(11 0,669,000) 

1,028,261,000 
750,288,000 

1,385,983,000 
578,187,000 
200,670,000 
174,235,000 
300,836,000 

1,569,987,000 
124,622,000 
122,300,000 

6,235,369,000 

2,345,207,000 
808,318,000 

1,858,419,000 
80,583,000 
24,698,000 

9,312,000 
344,273,000 

54,719,000 
6,252,000 

174,460,000 
177,413,000 
28,754,000 

791,000 
7,000,000 
2,757,000 
5,750,000 

535,000 
14,078,000 
21,268,000 

5,964,587,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

2,738,000 
4,489,000 
7,193,000 

14,420,000 

21,679,000 

6,871,579,000 
(· 71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

13,617,688,000 
(13,647 ,688,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

1,1 03,938,000 
679,890,000 
179,445,000 

1,470,406,000 
597,364,000 
202,017,000 
153,656,000 
302,828,000 

1,808,286,000 
121,897,000 
126,582,000 

6,746,109,000 

2,493,845,000 
1,542,475,000 
1,680,120,000 

84,006,000 
28,336,000 

9,563,000 
339,449,000 

53,849,000 
6,252,000 

174,593,000 
177,491,000 
28,777,000 

809,000 
7,189,000 
2,809,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,420,000 
21,679,000 

6,871,579,000 

House 

2,738,000 
4,289,000 
7,193,000 

14,220,000 

21,679,000 

6,725,671,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

12,685,189,000 
(12,715,189,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(·71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

449,354,000 
649,053,000 
163,604,000 

1,403,927,000 
584,685,000 
198,878,000 
169,336,000 
301,849,000 

1,785,318,000 
128,247,000 
125,247,000 

5,959,498,000 

2,339,651,000 
1 ,485,445,000 
1 ,949,391 ,000 

83,500,000 
26,936,000 

12,563,000 
341,883,000 

54,739,000 
6,352,000 

165,863,000 
177,491,000 
28,777,000 

805,000 
7,500,000 
2,959,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,220,000 
21,679,000 

6, 725,671,000 

Senate 

2,738,000 
4,389,000 
7,193,000 

14,320,000 

21,679,000 

6, 7 45,432,000 
(· 71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

13,346,699,000 
(13,376,699,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

1 ,071,348,000 
672,428,000 
156,837,000 

1,424,781,000 
584,685,000 
198,228,000 
171 ,584,000 
301 ,849,000 

1, 760,183,000 
126,897,000 
132,447,000 

6,601,267,000 

2,371,525,000 
1,481,313,000 
1,935,274,000 

83,405,000 
28,436,000 

12,563,000 
342,149,000 

54,739,000 
6,352,000 

170,228,000 
177,491,000 
28,777,000 

805,000 
7,500,000 
2,959,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,320,000 
21,679,000 

6, 7 45,432,000 

Conference 

2,738,000 
4,289,000 
7,193,000 

14,220,000 

21,679,000 

6, 7 42,323,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

13,~,038,000 

(13,418,038,000) 
(·30,000,000) 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

1,070,388,000 
682,402,000 
163,519,000 

1,437,261,000 
584,685,000 
198,528,000 
169,436,000 
301,849,000 

1, 777,653,000 
127,847,000 
132,147,000 

6,645, 715,000 

2,372, 770,000 
1,470,879,000 
1,942,859,000 

83,500,000 
26,936,000 

12,563,000 
342,149,000 

54,739,000 
6,352,000 

170,228,000 
177,491,000 
28,777,000 

805,000 
7,500,000 
2,959,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,220,000 
21,679,000 

6, 7 42,323,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+52,000 
·658,000 

+ 748,000 

+ 142,000 

+411,000 

+ 777,736,000 
(+3,471,000) 
(·50,669,000) 

+ 1, 188,082,000 
( + 1,188,082,000) 

(+3,471,000) 
(·50,669,000) 

+42, 127,000 
·67 ,886,000 

+ 163,519,000 
+51,278,000 

+6,498,000 
·2,142,000 
·4,799,000 

+ 1,013,000 
+207,666,000 

+3,225,000 
+9,847,000 

+ 41 0,346,000 

+27,563,000 
+ 662,561 ,000 

+84,440,000 
+2,917,000 
+2,238,000 

+3,251,000 
·2, 124,000 

+20,000 
+100,000 

·4,232,000 
+78,000 
+23,000 
+14,000 

+500,000 
+202,000 
+ 118,000 
·486,000 

+ 142,000 
+411,000 

+ 777 '736,000 

Grand total.................................................................................... 12,199,956,000 13,617,688,000 12,685,169,000 13,346,699,000 13,388,038,000 + 1,188,082,000 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 

minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE], and I ask unanimous 
consent that he be allowed to control 
the time during that 15-minute period. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes of my time to the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] as well so 
that he shares the same amount of 
time that we have, and I ask unani
mous consent that the gentleman be 
allowed to control that time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

My colleagues, we have debated this 
issue in part on the rule. I just want to 
make a few points. 

Approximately one-third of all the 
land in the United States of America is 
Federal lands. What this bill does is 
provide the money to manage those 
lands. 

Before coming over here, I had a call 
from a physician in my district who 
had just come back from a visit to Yo
semite with his three small children. 
He just wanted to tell me what a won
derful experience it was to go to this 
national park and to see the beauty of 
it, to enjoy the ambience of this great 
national treasure. 

It is these treasures that we take 
care of in this bill . The United States 
has approximately 367 parks and recre
ation areas. We have 192 million acres 
of forestland. All of that is managed 
with the funds provided in the bill, and 
I think that we have done a good job. 
We have a great subcommittee and 
staff, all the members work together, 
it is not partisan. We work as a team. 
We try to use the dollars available in 
the best possible way. 

We get probably 250 to 300 Members 
that make requests for projects in 
their districts. We make every effort to 
accommodate those. We cannot do ev
erything that we would like to do, but 
we recognize that the visitors to our 
parks and our forests want to have an 
experience without problems. They 
want to have an experience with qual
ity surroundings. In funding these op
erations, we are very sensitive to those 
issues. 

We do have new challenges, because 
the visitations to the national parks 
are growing by leaps and bounds. At 
Yosemite in the summertime they have 
to ration the number of cars that they 
can leave in, the number of people, 
simply because the demand is so great. 

Of course, that is happening in many of 
the national parks, and that means 
that the funds to restore the surround
ings, the services are under pressure. 

We need more and, therefore, we have 
to allocate it very carefully. 

We also have increasing law enforce
ment problems. Some of the changes 
we experience in society have put 
greater pressures on the individuals 
that manage our parks and our forests 
our Bureau of Land Management, and 
our Fish and Wildlife facilities. Like
wise, we fund the Smithsonian. Again, 
the growing visitor demand at places 
like the Air and Space Museum mean 
that we need to have additional fund
ing. 

Given all those requirements, we 
have a very limited amount of extra 
funds so we have worked very dili
gently to try to allocate these re
sources in the best way possible. 

I think a little aside here is rather 
interesting. That is that we are going 
to be debating a health program for 
America. We are going to be developing 
a universal health care bill. One of the 
greatest ways to reduce health care 
costs is preventive medicine. And to 
take advantage of the recreational op
portunities that exist on our public 
lands, so that in funding the programs 
in the forests and the parks and the 
other public lands, we are really adding 
health-giving opportunities for all 
American citizens. 

I certainly urge all of our colleagues 
here to support this bill. It is carefully 
crafted, and it does a lot of excellent 
work in providing facilities throughout 
the United States for the benefit and 
the enjoyment of the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

D 1730 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I think we 
have had about all of the debate on this 
issue that was cogent. I want to say to 
the folks that persevered through 
many, many years, particularly one 
young lady that has really been, I 
think, more interested in this topic 
than any others in her purview of oper
ation-she knows who I am talking 
about. She can hold her head up. 

I just want to say that what we have 
done in this particular piece of legisla
tion and in the conference committee 
set a new form or new standard for 
doing legislation. Now I want to com
pliment the Committee on Natural Re
sources, because they have really been 
inventive. They have come up with a 
new system; one size fits all. If you do 
not get what you want through the au
thorizing committee or the appropria
tions committee, now you can do it all 
in conference. 

What they have done is not just raise 
grazing fees and put some restrictions 

on the Secretary of the Interior. Now 
they have infringed on the right of pri
vate property and the mandate of pres
ervation of private property, because 
what they have allowed the Secretary 
to do is to absolutely confiscate pri
vate property, including water rights 
improvements that may have been paid 
for by people who have grazed on these 
lands but that has been part of the ar
gument, so one size fits all. 

We are not through with this argu
ment yet. I hope that the results are 
not as disastrous for Western States as 
I think they are probably going to be. 
I want to say, too, that the ingenuity 
of taking a conference of the Commit
tee on Appropriations and doing all 
sorts of authorizing legislation in it, 
pages and pages of it, sets a new stand
ard and I think a dangerous one. 

I think that before this is all over 
with, that maybe we ought to come up 
with a bill, that what we ought to do 
with the Western States, the 13 West
ern States that have public lands, is to 
consider the idea of selling those lands 
to people who are operating grazing op
erations. If we want to maximize the 
return on those lands, then sell the 
public land to them. We used to do it. 
We ought to consider this issue and lift 
the moratorium on the banning of sales 
on these lands. 

This will answer a lot of this prob
lem. Some of these lands are totally in
accessible to anybody else but the per
mittees. We have tried to make that 
point over and over again. 

Maybe the rates were not right, but 
on the other hand, they have private 
property rights because they have put 
their improvements on the public 
lands, developed the water on it, and it 
is time that we go back to the idea of 
maybe it is an opportunity to maxi
mize the return to the Federal Govern
ment and take this money that we get 
from selling those lands to permittees, 
if they want to graze on them, and re
duce the national debt. It is just an 
idea. I think I will probably advance 
that idea. 

I have talked to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] and I have 
talked to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER] with that idea, with 
mixed response. I understand that. 

The Members who do not live in 
Western States do not understand what 
we live with day-by-day. I think we 
ought to bring it home to the Amer
ican people that some States were put 
in a secondary position to other States, 
because these States were not given 
the right of ownership of the land when 
they came into this Union as sovereign 
States. 

I thank the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE] for yielding me this time 
so I can vent my spleen a little bit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] seek to control the time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]? 
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Mr. DICKS. Yes, Mr. Speaker. The 

gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
has yielded me the time until he re
gains the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. DICKS] is allowed to control 
the time for the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES]. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN], 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the distinguished gen
tleman from Washington for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I will tell the distin
guished gentleman from New Mexico 
[Mr. SKEEN], who was just in the well, 
that many of his remarks resonated 
very much with some of the things I 
have been saying for over the several 
years about legislating on appropria
tion bills. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Chairman 
YATES for his efforts in bringing the 
bill before us today. The bill contains 
funding for key Department of Energy 
programs such as fossil fuels and en
ergy conservation, which fall within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. The 
committee increased funding for con
servation research and development 
from last year's levels. I believe the in
crease is appropriate because of the 
clear benefits to our national security, 
environment, and competitiveness. 
Several initiatives authorized by the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 have been in
cluded in the bill, such as the pulp and 
paper initiative, and advanced build
ings work to meet national energy and 
environmental objectives. In addition, 
rna terials development and fuel cells 
for transportation received increased 
emphasis. All of these programs are 
vital for our healthy technology fu
ture. 

I look forward to working with the 
Appropriations Committee to ensure 
that the Department of Energy pro
grams put in place by the legislation 
will continue to be of the most benefit 
to our Nation. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Department of Interior 
appropriations conference report. 

I understand that Chairman YATES 
has clarified . the intent of the man
agers of this legislation regarding fund
ing for the Keewenaw National Histori
cal Park in Calumet, MI. Within the 
total funds provided for operations, the 
Park Service may allocate funds for 
the Keewenaw Historical Park, not ex
ceeding $150,000. I appreciate Chairman 
YATES' work on this issue and his will
ingness to insure that development of 
this important park continues. 

Mr. Speaker, the Keweenaw Park is 
essential to preserving an important 
chapter in America's industrial, labor, 
and cultural history. Michigan's Cop
per Country is the site of the first min
ing boom in the United States, as well 
as home to our country's fledgling 
labor movement. 

I again want to thank Chairman 
YATES for his cooperation on this im
portant project. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. HERGER]. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the grazing fee 
language that is before us today. While 
proponents of this so-called com
promise argue that its grazing fee is 
less severe than President Clinton's 
rangeland reform proposal, rural com
munities who depend on the western 
livestock industry for their existence 
don't think so. At a time when jobs and 
economic growth are foremost on the 
minds of the American people, it is 
stunning to have a measure before us 
today supporting a policy that would 
nearly double the current grazing fee 
and devastate thousands of family 
farmers and ranchers. 

As hard as it is to believe, ranchers 
get an even worse deal in this so-called 
compromise than in the President's 
original proposal. By codifying restric
tive water, extreme environmental 
rules, and advisory board provisions, 
this compromise will put even more 
ranchers and family farmers out of 
business. 

The livestock industry is the key to 
rural development throughout much of 
the West. Every dollar a rancher 
spends yields another $5 in economic 
activity. The vast majority of ranch 
families are small businesses which 
earn less than $28,000 a year. The severe 
increase in the Federal grazing fee that 
this bill proposes will throw many of 
these ranchers off the land-the last 
thing Congress needs to do is support a 
policy which strangles an important 
pillar of our rural economy. 

Mr. Speaker, let us stop this extreme 
effort to lock up our rangelands. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
against this so-called compromise. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PACKARD]. 

0 1740 
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to rise to congratulate Chairman 
YATES and ranking member REGULA for 
leading us through a very controversial 
and a very difficult conference. Over 
all, this is a very, very good piece of 
work. 

I think it has been clear that there 
are some issues that I have some prob
lems with. But we have had our day in 
court on that, and we will perhaps still 
have some additional time to discuss 
the Biological Survey. 

But there are many, many other 
things in this bill that are extremely 
important to the progress of this coun
try. My State is well over half made up 
of government lands that are under the 
control of Federal and State govern
ment, the BLM lands, Indian reserva
tions, National 'Forest Service lands, 
Fish and Wildlife lands, the National 
Park Service lands, and this bill ad
dresses those issues in a very com
prehensive way, and we fund important 
programs that help to better manage 
these in my State. 

In addition, there are many projects 
that I personally asked the chairman 
for help and for funding, and they have 
truly come to my rescue. And I want to 
thank them very much. 

I want to thank the staff, both the 
majority and the minority staff. They 
have worked with us, all members of 
the committee, and they have been ex
tremely helpful. I want to thank them, 
because I think they have done an ex
traordinary job in helping us do what 
we need to do in terms of managing 
these very important resources in our 
country. 

Finally, I want to mention one par
ticular area which is very important to 
me and to I think the en tire country. 
There are many endangered and poten
tially endangered species listed, and 
they have created a great deal of con
cern for people around this country in 
terms of being able to manage and de
velop their private properties, and even 
public properties. And we have started 
the process of multiple specie manage
ment. I believe that this is the begin
ning of a process that Secretary Bab
bitt has signed on to and has agreed to 
move forward on, and we have laid the 
groundwork in this year's budget, and 
in this year's piece of legislation that 
will allow us to do multiple specie 
planning that will help to address the 
many serious problems that we strug
gle with, with specific endangered spe
cies. In my State the gnat catcher has 
loomed as one of the major ones. 

Again, I want to thank the chairman 
and the ranking member and the staff 
and all of those who have helped to 
craft what I consider to be a very com
prehensive and very effective bill. Ob
viously with a few exceptions I support 
the conference report, and will be there 
to vote for it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker; I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding the time. I rise in opposition 
to several aspects of this report. 

I do, however, want to say that I ap
preciate the work of the committee 
and I appreciate the cooperation of the 
chairman and ranking member and 
others. Certainly they are always very 
responsive to our concerns. 

It does seem to me, however, that it 
is reasonable for us to, in a bill as 
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broad as this, to be able to be opposed 
to some of the aspects of it, and I am. 
And one of them is the grazing regula
tions. 

There are 19 pages of grazing regula
tions put in here that will be statutory 
that did not go through the authorizing 
committees. And these are not minor 
changes. These are changes like owner
ship of facilities, like tenure. Like 
water rights, tenure is very important 
if you have a small deeded part of your 
land, and depend on the rest of it for 
grazing, it has got to do with the value 
of your property. 

On the Biological Survey, let me read 
one quick quote. Thomas Lovejoy, sen
ior government scientific adviser says, 
"The Survey should determine the de
velopment for the whole country and 
regulate it all." We need to be a little 
bit careful about that. And even 
though I agree with the idea of putting 
on there the private property thing, 
that still is legislating on an appro
priations bill, and it is tough, it seems 
to me, when you have to rise above 
principal to do that. If we have a rule, 
we ought to have a rule. 

I am further a little concerned that 
this bill requires that the reorganiza
tion study that was in the authoriza
tion committee is designed to report 
back to the Appropriations Committee. 
and I intend to raise that when that 
issue comes up. 

It is a little different when you take 
a look, and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] talked in glowing words, 
and I agree with him, about parks, and 
recreation, and what good it is for our 
soul. That is right, but there is a lot 
more to it than that when you live in 
a Western State and half of your State 
belongs to the Federal Government. It 
has to do with the economy, and fami
lies, and lives, and looking forward to 
being able to make a living. It has to 
do with grazing fees and regulations, 
and timber, and moratorium on gas 
and oil, and increases in reclamation 
fees. We have a kind of an economic as
sault on the West, and it is going on. 
And it is a little more than whether 
your park is up to date, even as impor
tant as that may be. 

So I do appreciate what has been 
done here. But I have to tell Members 
that I oppose very vigorously several of 
these provisions. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in strong 
support of the conference report to H.R. 2520, 
the fiscal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill, 
and ask that my colleagues support the bill's 
adoption as presented by the conferees. 

As a member of the Interior Subcommittee, 
I want to convey that I am greatly pleased with 
the final bill that is being presented. I espe
cially want to express my appreciation to our 
very distinguished Chairman, Mr. YATES, and 
his staff, and to our very able ranking minority 
member, Mr. REGULA, for the fine work and 
leadership they have provided in developing 
this important legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, given that the Interior Appro
priations Subcommittee has the principle re
sponsibility for funding natural resource pro
grams for the Nation, it is not surprising that 
many aspects of this bill are controversial, as 
is witnessed by the debates over such pro
grams and policies as the National Biological 
Survey and grazing fee increases. 

Much of the controversy surrounding natural 
resource programs has to do with the reality 
that we are a Nation in transition in addressing 
how we manage the relationship between 
human beings and their environment. In re
gard to my region of the country, the Pacific 
Northwest, I am pleased to see that the fiscal 
year 1994 Interior Appropriations bill makes a 
tremendous investment in seeing that our re
gion takes a prospective approach to manag
ing the changes it faces in forest manage
ment. I agree with the President's view that 
when change is inevitable it must be managed 
to our advantage. 

In order to help address the impacts of a 
greatly reduced timber supply in the Northwest 
due to court injunctions and endangered spe
cies listings, and in accordance with the Presi
dent's request, this bill includes an additional 
$15 million in economic assistance targeted to 
Washington, Oregon, and northern California, 
to be distributed as .$10 million for community 
assistance and $5 million for old growth diver
sification. These monies are important to help
ing effectively address the current transition. 

Additionally, I am pleased that the con
ference report includes significant monies to 
begin a comprehensive, multi-year watershed 
restoration program in the Northwest that will 
allow for the significant rehabilitation of salmon 
habitat, while creating family wage jobs in the 
region. Specifically, the bill includes $26 mil
lion to allow for watershed assessment activi
ties through the Forest Service, $20 million for 
watershed restoration through the Forest Serv
ice, and $7 million for watershed restoration in 
the Interior Department through the Eco
system Restoration Fund. 

It is becoming increasingly evident that pro
tection for salmon stocks is the new area of 
critical focus in the Northwest, and where a 
great deal of work needs to be done in the re
gion. The rivers of the Northwestern States 
and northern California serve as habitat for the 
most magnificent runs of wild salmon stocks in 
the world. A major benefit to initiating a com
prehensive, regionwide watershed restoration 
program is to allow the Northwest to get 
ahead of the curve in species protection. The 
implementation of a watershed restoration pro
gram will aide in the prevention of listings be
cause the focus will be on avoiding further 
degradation to existing healthy habitat, and 
where feasible will allow for slope stabilization 
and the rehabilitation of streambeds. 

In addition to the clear ecological benefits of 
habitat restoration and ensuring the viability of 
salmon populations, I am pleased that the initi
ation of a comprehensive watershed restora
tion strategy will create numerous family wage 
jobs in the region, and in rural timber-depend
ent communities where they are needed most. 

Watershed restoration work in the Northwest 
region will serve as an important building 
block towards comprehensive ecosystems 
management. 

I am pleased to see the bipartisan leader
ship being shown by the Interior Appropria
tions conferees on this issue. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to support pas
sage of this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate 
Chairman YATES and ranking member 
RALPH REGULA for their outstanding 
work on this bill, and I too want to 
commend the staff of the Subcommit
tee on the Interior. I have had the 
pleasure of serving on the subcommit
tee for 17 years, and the staff does an 
outstanding job, and I have great re
spect for their effort and contribution 
in this process. 

I want to take a few minutes here 
today just to say how much I appre
ciate the work that has been done in 
this bill to help the people of the Pa
cific Northwest as we struggle with our 
endangered species problems that re
late to the northern spotted owl and 
the marbled murrelet, and many of our 
endangered or threatened salmon spe
cies. 

President Clinton, we all recall, ear
lier this spring convened a conference 
in Portland, OR to try and bring to
gether all of the factions in the North
west to deal with this problem. He 
came up with a solution which was not 
endorsed by everyone, but as part of 
that solution he put together a pack
age of programs to try and help the 
people of Washington, Oregon, and 
northern California deal with the con
sequences of the listing of the northern 
spotted owl. 

I can tell the Members of this House 
that in the Olympic Forest in the State 
of Washington, for example, we used to 
harvest about 300 million board feet of 
old-growth timber every single year, 
and we were told by the Forest Service 
that this could go on forever. Well, 
that simply was not true. Today we are 
harvesting 15 million board feet off the 
Olympic National Forest, because we 
are preserving all of the rest of it for 
primarily the northern spotted owl, 
and it has had a dramatic effect on the 
workers and the communities in that 
area. 

But in this bill we have I think the 
beginning of a new effort on an issue 
that I have been championing, with the 
help of the committee members, and 
that is the issue of watershed restora
tion. The gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. VENTO] held some very good hear
ings on this issue earlier this year. The 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries has held hearings. The distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Natural Resources, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] has been inter
ested in this issue. 

In this bill we have $53 million to 
start a program for Washington, Or
egon, and northern California to pro
tect our watersheds, and to restore the 
habitat that has been damaged. I am 
pleased with this initial effort. How
ever, I want to make sure that these 
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funds are spent in an interagency coop
erative way so that we can actually 
put people back to work restoring the 
habitat, and hopefully restoring the 
salmon runs, and the steelhead runs 
that are so important to the culture, 
lifestyle, and economy of the North
west. 

We are certainly hopeful that the 
President's plan will lead to the lifting 
of the injunctions that have stopped 
timber harvesting on Federal lands in 
Washington, Oregon, and in northern 
California. And I will say this, though 
I disagreed with the President's Option 
9 plan, I nevertheless think that it of
fers us the best chance of being able to 
go into court and get these injunctions 
lifted. I hope that will occur later this 
year or early next year. 

But we have serious problems. There 
are other provisions in this bill that 
ensure funding for old-growth diver
sification initiatives so that we can 
take some of these mills that were 
tooled up to cut old growth, and have 
them now cut the smaller second 
growth trees, and to do things using 
other techniques in forestry. 

0 1750 
But we could not have gotten this 

started without the cooperation of not 
only the authorizing committees, but 
also the Appropriations Committee, 
and with the help of the members of 
this subcommittee in the other body. 

So I just want to report to the House 
that I think we are off to a good start. 
However, we are going to need more 
help. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to my classmate, 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
and commend him. We hear a lot of 
confrontation about this issue, but 
there are a lot of areas that we agree 
upon, many areas, and there is collabo
ration and cooperation on these water
shed restoration areas where the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] 
has led in terms of fighting for the 
money in the appropriations process. It 
is very, very important to lead to a 
policy path where we can begin to ad
dress and get ahead of the problems 
with the vertebrate species problems, 
the fish species problems that are 
going to occur in terms of the Endan
gered Species Act. I commend the gen
tleman for his work and pledge to con
tinue to work with him. 

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate the gentle
man's words. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOKE]. 
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Mr. HOKE. I thank the distinguished 
ranking member for yielding this time 
to me. · 

Mr. Speaker, I hate to put a wet 
blanket on all the self-congratulations 
that we have heard in the past 10 min
utes. But I would like to point out that 
with respect to the grazing fees and the 
problem that I have with this is that 
we have not heard any suggestion of 
the one solution that stands out on the 
table that waits for us to grasp but 
that would genuinely make a dif
ference. That is the privatization of the 
public lands in the West. These lands 
should be sold and they should be sold 
fairly, they should be sold at auction, 
they should be sold in a way that will 
bring funds to the Federal treasury. It 
has extremely tremendous impact with 
respect to our Federal debt. But most 
importantly, it sends a very strong 
message that the very best stewards of 
these lands is not the Federal Govern
ment but in fact the private citizens. 

The problems that we have in the 
Western States, as was pointed out 
very brilliantly earlier, is that those 
Western lands are in fact Federal 
lands. They ought to be sold, they 
should be sold in a way that makes 
them accessible to private citizens, to 
corporations in a way that will divide 
them fairly. But that is the real solu
tion. That is what this body should be 
talking about. We ought to be thinking 
about it, we should deliberate about it. 
We should do it in an orderly and fair
minded way, but that is where this 
body should be thinking, not about 
how we can control it, regulate it, et 
certera, et cetera. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne
vada, [Mr. VUCANOVICH], a distin
guished member of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this conference report on H.R. 
2520. Once more we have a protective 
rule for an appropriations bill that 
would thwart the will of the full House 
for the gain of a few. 

On October 6 this body spoke loudly 
and clearly-private property rights 
must be protected in carrying out the 
mission of the National Biological Sur
vey. It is not often I am on the side of 
a 200 vote victory margin, but on the 
Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment 
many Members joined the fight for a 
basic privacy right. 

Mr. Speaker, the conferees half
hearted attempt to assuage Members 
with Taylor-like language does not 
pass the acid test. Just ask Mr. TAY
LOR, Mr. CONDIT, or Mr. POMBO, or 
those organizations, such as the Na
tional Federation of Independent Busi
nessmen, American Farm Bureau, and 
many others which strongly supported 
the amendment to H.R. 1845. Are any of 
them satisfied the conferees have cap-

tured the essence of property rights 
protection embodied in our vote of Oc
tober 6? Of course not. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been 
disenfranchised by the parliamentary 
process one more time. Not only is the 
Taylor amendment a shadow of its 
former self, but the amendments of Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. HAYES, and others which 
we adopted on October 6 are nowhere to 
be found. 

On top of this is the grazing policy 
issue upon which I intend to speak 
later. For both reasons I urge my col
leagues to defeat this conference re
port. Send a message to the leadership 
of this body: "No more business as 
usual." The 103d Congress will be heard 
and its collective voice says "private 
property rights must be respected by 
Government." The conferees did not do 
so, so let us send them back to get it 
right. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I intend to enter into a 
colloquy with the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, the statement of man
gers regarding the funds in the con
ference report for land acquisition by 
the Bureau of Land Management in
cludes some sentence about a proposed 
acquisition in Utah. It seems to say 
that the managers expect that before 
BLM expends those funds, it will have 
attempted to identify public lands in 
the same county that would be suitable 
for exchange, on an equal-value basis, 
with the county. From my reading of 
the language, it appears that there is 
nothing that would change existing law 
applicable to BLM land exchanges, in
cluding the requirement that public 
lands suitable for exchange be identi
fied through the land-planning process. 
Can the chairman assure me that my 
reading is correct? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is cor

rect. Existing law governing land ex
changes by BLM would not be changed. 

Mr. VENTO. It is also my under
standing that the language does not 
con&titute a legal mandate for BLM to 
undertake exchanges with that county 
or any other party, and is not intended 
to establish any new policy with regard 
to increases or decreases in nationally 
owned lands in Utah or elsewhere. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is cor
rect. The language does not do any
thing like that. 

Mr. VENTO. When the House origi
nally considered H.R. 2520, the bill as 
reported from committee included Na
tional Park Service funding of $670,000 
for a local park in Scranton, PA called 
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the Lackawanna Heritage Park. This 
funding was to be a combination of Na
tional Park Service technical assist
ance as well as a direct grant to the 
local park authority. As the chairman 
knows, such grants are not authorized 
by law and the House approved an 
amendment I offered to strike such 
grant funds from the bill. In reviewing 
the conference report on H.R. 2520, I 
note that $670,000 is provided to this 
Lackawanna Heritage Park and that 
the funds are labeled for technical as
sistance only. Can the chairman assure 
me that the funds are, in fact, for Na
tional Park Service technical assist
ance and that no attempted will be 
made to pass through any of these 
funds to the local park authority for 
their use? 

Mr. YATES. As the conference report 
states, these funds are for technical as
sistance only. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the chairman. I 
rise, of course, in support of the bill. I 
urge my colleagues to support it. There 
is a great deal of discussion today on 
that, and I hope we can all get behind 
it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia, [Mr. DOOLITTLE]. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to oppose this measure. The arguments 
against the grazing fee have been 
made, and I endorse them and I think 
they should be considered. But my pri
mary concern is the National Biologi
cal Survey. This is going to 
turbocharge the Endangered Species 
Act. Proponents admit that. We know 
from previous charts we had up here 
what the land area of the United States 
looks like for the one-fourth of the ex
isting endangered species whose range 
has been ascertained. The purpose of 
the National Biological Survey is to go 
out and find the ranges of the other 
three-fourths that we do not know 
about yet. Yes, there are another 3,300 
that are candidates to be listed. This is 
a disaster. The way this language has 
been inserted into the appropriations 
bill does not really provide the protec
tion at all that we need, because it did 
not deal with volunteers, quote un
quote, that even Senator GEORGE 
MITCHELL said should be discontinued 
because of the abuses that went on 
with the National Park Service. 

Speaking of the National Park Serv
ice and getting to the next point, this 
bill, here we have a $4.3 trillion na
tional cumulative debt and yet we are 
going to spend in this bill over $254 
million to purchase more public lands. 
We already own, the United States of 
America, one-third of the entire land 
mass of the United States. In the 
depths of this economic problem that 
we face, we are going to spend more 
money-! should say borrow more 
money-to spend to buy yet more pub
lic land. It is unbelievable. 

Mr. Speaker, this measure is bad, it 
should be defeated. We should come 

back and consider the authorization 
measure of the NBS and provide all the 
protections necessary before that ill
fated measure goes forward. 

I urge defeat of the proposal ." 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair would caution all 
Members to refrain from referring to 
the remarks of the other body and 
Members of the other body. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 
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Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this con
ference report. I rise also to commend 
Chairman YATES and Congressman 
REGULA for the efforts they have made 
on behalf of resource management in 
this country. 

This committee is called upon very 
often to struggle with very difficult, 
very emotional issues. There is no 
issue which they deal with that is in 
the abstract. All these issues affect our 
constituents one way or another, and 
they are called upon to walk through 
that mine field and bring us a bill re
solving those issues. 

This year they were called upon to fi
nally deal after a decade of delay by 
every other authority that could deal 
with it the issue of grazing fees. I think 
they have struck a compromise that 
works, that will protect the cattle in
dustry in its ability to continue to use 
these lands, and at the same time as
sure our constituents that as taxpayers 
they will be protected on a fair return 
and the lands will be taken care of, and 
I just simply want to commend the 
committee and the staffs on both sides 
for the long hours and the time that 
they spent to work out these com
promises. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it is common at the 
outset of this kind of debate to say 
nice words about the chairman of the 
subcommittee and the ranking mem
ber, but the words that I would say are 
very truly meant this evening. 

In the 10 years that I have served in 
this body, I have never served with a 
subcommittee chairman who has been 
more straightforward, candid, forth
right and open in his dealings with all 
members of the subcommittee than the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. It 
is truly a pleasure to work on this sub
committee with him. 

I would say the same of my good 
friend, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 

. REGULA], with whom we certainly have 
our share of differences on policy mat
ters. But, he and his staff have also 
been very open with us and it has made 
the work of this subcommittee, I 
think, a pleasure. The subcommittee 

meets what I think is the test for this 
body about how we should function in a 
collegial fashion as we try to come to 
the resolution of issues which are 
sometimes very contentious and dif
ficult. The most contentious issues are 
defused by the chairman of the sub
committee, because he is willing to lis
ten to all sides. 

As has been suggested by the pre
vious speaker, this is a bill which opens 
up all kinds of major policy issues. It is 
also one of the most diverse bills that 
the Appropriations Committee consid
ers. It is very important from the 
standpoint of the management of lands 
in the United States. It is very impor
tant from the standpoint of the arts 
and the culture of our country. 

I am in agreement with almost all 
this legislation. We have heard today 
about two issues with which I have not 
been in agreement. So, the remarks I 
make about those issues certainly in 
no way reflect the fact that I am not in 
agreement with the chairman and the 
ranking member on most of what has 
been done in this. I commend them for 
their willingness to accommodate 
Members. 

On the rule, we just had a discussion 
of the National Biological Survey. I do 
not intend to discuss that issue now. 
What I do want to take a few moments 
to discuss in this issue of grazing fees. 
Of course, we will have an opportunity 
to do so again, when we get to the 
amendment and it is considered. 

Let me make it clear that this has 
been, as has been suggested by others, 
an issue that has been very contentious 
over the years. We have gone back and 
forth, on the issue of offshore oil and 
on grazing fees. These are issues that 
come up year after year. 

I also want a resolution of this issue 
at long last; I want to put this behind 
us. 

Those of us who live in the west have 
always said that we believe there is 
room for accommodation on the issue 
of grazing fees on public lands. We un
derstand there is a need to have an in
crease, not to be locked into the for
mula that has been in effect for years. 
But, at the same time, have tried to 
point out that there are differences be
tween grazing on public lands and graz
ing on private lands. 

Nevertheless, that issue is now before 
us today. Aside from the fact that we 
would prefer to phase in the $3.45 fee 
over 6 years, we are willing to accept 
the higher fee. That was proposed by 
our side in the conference committee. 

The issue today is the range land re
forms provisions, as they are called, 
that Secretary Babbitt has decided to 
write into this bill, using the con
ference committee as the vehicle to do 
so. It is being done without ever hold
ing a public hearing in either the 
House or the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the issue that is 
here today. 
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Now, I know the chairmen of the sub

committees will say they have had 
hearing after hearing, and there has 
been report after report, but the fact 
remains, we have never had a hearing 
on these specific issues. 

Yes, Mr. Babbitt proposed them a few 
months ago. Yes, there have been some 
hearings scattered around the entire 
Western United States. But no, before 
these authorizing committees, we have 
not had such a hearing. We need to 
have them because there are extremely 
complicated issues that are involved 
here. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to call 
attention to one of those here today. 
This eight and one-half pages of legis
lation is going to be written into an ap
propriations bill, despite the fact that 
we have the chairman of the authoriz
ing committee sending a letter to the 
Rules Committee saying, "Don't do 
this on appropriations bills with au
thorizing legislation, despite that, we 
are going to do it. Now, here is the ex
ample I would like to discuss. 

On page 64 of the bill, it says under 
"water rights," subsection (d): 

Subject to valid water rights existing on 
the date of enactment, no water rights shall 
be obtained for grazing-related actions on 
public lands except in the name of the Unit
ed States. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I have a few sim
ple and important questions. Exactly 
what does that mean? What is the defi
nition of water rights? What are valid 
water rights? Can somebody here today 
tell me that they know exactly what 
we know that we are talking about 
when we talk about valid water rights 
here-? 

I would suggest that we do not know 
the answer to these questions: Can 
anybody tell me who makes the deter
mination of the validity of valid water 
rights? Can anybody tell me, is there a 
basis for the Department to challenge 
these water rights? 

Is there a junior right that exists if 
there is not sufficient water to satisfy 
all the senior right holders? Would de
terminations of validity be determined 
in a Federal court? 

These are some of the questions, ex
traordinarily complicated questions, as 
anybody from the West knows when 
you are talking about water questions 
that must be addressed carefully, thor
oughly, in a committee with lawyers, 
economists, and others; and yet we are 
going to write this today without a 
clue as to what this legislation truly 
means, because there is no legislation 
record on that issue. 

This is just one of the examples of 
the several issues that have been in
cluded in this legislation, in this appro
priations bill by writing all this legis
lation in here. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say with all re
spect to those who I know want to see 
this issue put to rest and want to put 
this issue behind us, that on this kind 

of legislation that affects so broadly 
and in such a sweeping fashion, the 
management of Federal lands, that we 
ought not to do this without under
standing what it means and having a 
thorough airing and debate on it. 

It is for that reason, Mr. Speaker, 
that I rise sadly in opposition to what 
is being done here today, and I would 
urge my colleagues to consider this as 
we go through this process. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. I 
urge you to support it. 

We have tried to be very fair in what 
we have · done. You have heard the dis
cussion about the rules that were put 
in on grazing. 

Let me point out something. These 
rules are no different than the Forest 
Service uses for its grazing lands. All 
this does is bring the BLM lands in to 
conformance with the Forest Service 
lands, so this is nothing new. 

Furthermore, these were the rules 
that were in place prior to 1982, when 
Secretary Watt, through regulations, 
changed them. 

0 1810 
So, Mr. Speaker, we are just going 

back to what was in place. As far as 
the rules for the management of the 
land, that was the case prior to 1982 
and has always been the rule on the 
Forest Service lands. This is not unrea
sonable. 

Let me point out that the Secretary 
of the Interior proposed that the graz
ing fee go to $4.28 per animal unit 
month. Our bill puts the cap at $3.45 
per animal unit month. We have scaled 
back from what the Secretary pro
posed. He proposed that it could in
crease up to 25 percent a year. We have 
scaled back to a 15-percent increase or 
decrease per year. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a very reasonable 
bill, and I think that those who are 
grazing on public lands ought to be 
grateful that our committee has put 
restraints in because I say to my col
leagues, 

If we defeat the bill, and we go back to 
conference, and we take out all the language, 
then the Secretary of the Interior can do as 
he pleases on the Biological Survey because 
the authority already exists for him to do it. 
Then he can do as he pleases on grazing fees 
and on conditions on the rules and regula
tions. 

Actually, Mr. Speaker, those who are 
concerned about property rights ought 
to be the strongest proponents of this 
bill because we put in restraints on the 
Secretary of the Interior. We said that 
they have to get written permission to 
go on private lands. We said they can
not use volunteers. We said that they 
need to get to the authorizing commit
tee, that our authorizing committee 
should get language in place. 

So, we have restrained what the Sec
retary could do; likewise the rules and 

regulations and the grazing fees pro
posed by the Secretary. They are far 
more burdensome on the permi tees 
than what we have done in here, so this 
is a very modest bill. It is a response in 
fairness to a policy that is our respon
sibility, and I would urge all of my col
leagues to support his bill. It is a meas
ured, restrained addressing of the chal
lenges of the grazing, it is fair, and 
likewise in the case of the Biological 
Survey. I do hope the authorizing com
mittee will address that issue forth
with, because I, too, have some con
cerns about it, and that is the reason 
we put in the restraining language. 

So I think everyone should be in sup
port of this bill, and of course, as has 
been mentioned many times earlier, 
this bill does many of the good things 
that are vital to the 250 million Ameri
cans that enjoy our public lands. They 
hunt, they fish, they birdwatch, they 
take their children to see the magnifi
cent vistas of the Grand Canyon, of Yo
semite, the Golden Gate, and many 
others, and we have tried to manage 
those facilities so the public feels safe, 
so they can enjoy these facilities, so 
they have decent places to camp, pitch 
a tent, to do whatever they find in the 
way of recreation that is enjoyable, 
and certainly all the members of the 
subcommittee have worked hard in 
parti ci pa ting. 

It was mentioned that we buy some 
additional lands, and much of this is to 
enhance the experience of those who 
use our public lands. These suggestions 
come from the Members, some 250 to 
300 that submitted requests, and I 
think that what we have crafted here is 
a bill that is fair to all involved, and I 
would urge all of my colleagues to sup
port this bill in the interests of good 
policies for the United States and for 
our public lands. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my support for the conference 
report on H.R. 2520, the Interior appro
priations for fiscal year 1994. 

The conference report is the result of 
3 weeks of meetings and negotiations. 
These deliberations were greatly com
plicated by the controversy over graz
ing fees and range management. The 
controversy was aggravated by a provi
sion added during its consideration in 
the Senate-a provision imposing a 
moratorium on Secretary of the Inte
rior Babbitt's proposed rangeland re
form regulations. Last month, by an 
overwhelming vote, the House in
structed its conferees to reject the Sen
ate's moratorium, but in conference 
the Senate did not recede. 

Instead, a compromise agreement 
was developed by Senate conferees, the 
Chair of the House authorizing com
mittee and subcommittee, and the Sec
retary of the Interior. This agreement 
is a decent and workable compromise 
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on the issue of grazing fees and range 
management. It will mean a gradual 
increase in fees, which ought to be tol
erable to ranchers with BLM grazing 
permits. Even after the grazing fee in
crease is fully phased in, it will still be 
only about three-quarters of the fee 
now received by Colorado for its graz
ing leases on State land, and about a 
third of the current private land lease 
rates. 

This compromise will also bring sig
nificant reform and improvement in 
the BLM's environmental practices. It 
will apply to the Bureau of Land Man
agement several policies which are well 
established practices at the Forest 
Service, and reverse several regulatory 
changes made by former Secretary Jim 
Watt-changes which have resulted in 
a management nightmare for BLM offi
cials. 

I have spoken with many Colorado 
ranchers in the past few weeks about 
these provisions. While I recognize that 
some will adamantly oppose any 
change to the current fee and range 
management rules, I believe that the 
compromise addresses most of their le
gitimate concerns. 

At the same time, environmental and 
taxpayers groups have expressed equal
ly strong views. Some of them will un
doubtedly criticize this compromise as 
falling far short of their ideals. How
ever, I believe it makes several impor
tant, positive changes. For example, it 
redirects range funding toward critical 
environmental needs, such as riparian 
area rehabilitation. And it ensures that 
the BLM will receive better advice on 
investing lease funds-as well as mak
ing other range management deci
sions-by abolishing grazing advisory 
boards and establishing resource advi
sory councils, with broader representa
tion drawn from the spectrum of citi
zens and groups interested in how these 
national resources are managed. 

The grazing compromise is a reason
able solution to an extremely divisive 
problem, and I urge my colleagues in 
the House to support it. On substance, 
I would say that it could have been 
stronger, and on several issues I might 
have preferred a different outcome, but 
that is the nature of compromise. On 
process, I can only say that these is
sues have been debated for several 
years. Hundreds of studies and hearings 
have been held, and none of the provi
sions adopted in this compromise in
volve particularly new ideas, or sur
prise approaches. 

The conferees have also approved 
many important land acquisitions for 
our parks, forests and public lands. 
Among the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund acquisitions approved in this 
bill are several of importance to Colo
radans. These include $2.7 million to 
purchase 18,000 acres of prime rec
reational lands and critical wildlife 
habitat in the Cherokee Park areas of 
the Arapaho-Roosevelt National For-

est; $500,000 for BLM to acquire 920 
acres needed to protect the nationally 
known dinosaur site, Garden Park Fos
sil Area; $1.8 million for the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service to complete land 
purchases for Two Ponds National 
Wildlife Preserve; and, $550,000 for BLM 
to acquire the first of two tracts need
ed to protect Mcintire Spring's unique 
warm water riparian area. 

In addition to these specific pur
chases, the conference agreement pro
vides $1,250,000 for the Forest Service 
to begin purchasing some of the many 
inholdings remammg in Colorado's 
magnificent wilderness areas. At my 
request, the conference managers have 
also included a directive to the Forest 
Service to provide the Appropriations 
Committees with an inventory and sta
tus report on its wilderness inholdings, 
including specific information on the 
conflicts they pose for wilderness man
agement. 

The policies that the Forest Service 
adopts toward inholdings influences 
both the degree of conflict which will 
result with wilderness protection, and 
the price the government will pay to 
acquire these lands. In some recent in
stances, there has been a great deal of 
public criticism of the high purchase 
prices demanded by wilderness 
inholding owners. In another instance, 
involving the Maroon Bells-Snowmass 
Wilderness Area, the Forest Service 
has adopted a hands-off policy toward 
proposed mining which has potentially 
serious consequences for inholdings 
throughout the West. 

As a strong supporter of wilderness, 
and sponsor of the recently passed Col
orado wilderness bill, these inholdings 
and the Forest Service's management 
policies toward them are matters of 
particular concern to me. These are 
also matters of concern to the Appro
priations Committee, which must pro
vide the funds to purchase inholdings. 
There is a substantial backlog of wil
derness inholdings, representing per
haps hundreds of millions of dollars in 
potential expenditures. The report 
mandated by the conference will help 
Congress better assess the extent and 
magnitude of the problems posed by 
wilderness inholdings. 

The conference agreement also pro
vides for $3 million in additional fund
ing for the Forest Service's rural fire 
protection program, increasing total 
funding to $17.1 million in fiscal year 
1994. In Colorado, these funds support 
local county and volunteer firefighters 
by providing the equipment and train
ing essential to address an increasing 
fire protection obligation. According to 
both the Colorado Forest Service and 
the National Association of State For
esters, this increase is critical to pro
vide continued fire protection for rural 
homeowners. 

The conference also agreed to the 
House committee's directive that an 
additional $1 million be provided for 

law enforcement efforts of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. These funds 
are to be used in Hawaii and the Rocky 
Mountain region, and are expected to 
result in five or six additional enforce
ment officers in the Rocky Mountain 
region. The new enforcement staff are 
intended to meet the agency's enforce
ment problems related to the rapid ex
pansion of cyanide leach mining in the 
region and its potential impact upon 
fish and wildlife habitat, as well as 
human health and safety. The poten
tial problems posed by cyanide leach 
operations are exemplified by Colo
rado's Summitville Mine, which is now 
a notorious Superfund site. 

Finally, there are several provisions 
which were adopted by both the House 
and Senate committees worth noting. 
Both the House and Senate committees 
direct the Fish and Wildlife Service to 
continue providing full funding for the 
Colorado River Endangered Fish Re
covery Program. Also, both have 
agreed to a sense of the Congress provi
sion directing the Forest Service to 
issue rules at the earliest practicable 
date to implement its proposed below
cost sales phaseout initiative. 

These are only a few of the positive 
provisions of this bill. From the stand
point of both Colorado and the Nation, 
the conference agreement makes im
portant investments in our national 
and our natural heritage. It provides a 
9-percent increase for national park op
erations to begin addressing the urgent 
maintenance and repair backlog of the 
Park Service. It increases funding for 
the Department of Energy's energy ef
ficiency program by 19 percent, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's endan
gered species efforts by over 50 percent. 

We should also note the funding this 
bill provides for the National Endow
ment for the Arts, the National Endow
ment for the Humanities, and the 
Smithsonian Institution. Even as we 
hold the line on spending, it's impor
tant to sustain with these relatively 
modest appropriations the cultural, 
historical, and intellectual heritage 
and life of the Nation. The good sense 
of any people, including the American 
people, depends in part on nurturing 
the sensibilities of the people, and we 
neglect these pursuits at some risk to 
our civilization. So, Government has a 
real and legitimate interest here. I am 
particularly supportive of the decision 
by the conference committee rec
ommend the Senate's higher funding 
level for the National Endowment for 
the Arts and the Smithsonian Institu
tion, restoring funds cut earlier by the 
House. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference agreement. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of the conference report for the bill 
H.A. 2520, Interior appropriations for fiscal 
year · 1994. I do so with mixed emotions, for 
there are some parts of the bill that I like more 
than others. Overall, however, I am confident 
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that this bill is leading us in the right direction 
fiscally and environmentally and intend to sup
port its final passage. 

One issue which was in disagreement be
tween the two houses was whether or not to 
include a provision specifically mandating that 
the anthracite coal office of the Office of Sur
face Mining in Wilkes-Barre, PA be staffed 
with 16 full-time people. Past similar provi
sions have been criticized as both wasteful 
spending and as an example of Congress 
micro-managing the executive branch. 

Let me be clear on one issue: I support 
whole-heartedly the goals of the Clinton ad
ministration to make government more respon
sive to the American public and to make it 
more cost-efficient. Along this line, I have 
started a reinventing government caucus to 
help promote the President's National Per
formance Review in Congress. I am also 
hopeful that this caucus will enable Members 
such as myself publicize and promote ideas 
that we have on how to improve the Federal 
Government. 

Even when an action may disrupt an ac
cepted routine in the area I represent, I am 
dedicated to seeing that the Federal Govern
ment is streamlined into becoming the most 
cost-efficient operation possible. 

Because service is as important as cost in 
this process, I am hopeful that despite the fact 
that an office is closed or its staff decreased, 
the Federal Government will do its best to in
sure that the services provided by that office 
are not disrupted or eliminated. 

Mr. Speaker, as you probably know the Of
fice of Surface Mining provides crucial support 
in seeing that the effects and damages of dec
ades of mining anthracite coal are dealt with 
in an effective manner that will ensure the se
curity of the health and environment of the 
people living in the region. 

Although there is currently very little mining 
of anthracite coal, a great deal of mine
scarred land remains from decades of past 
mining and is desperately in need of intensive 
land reclamation. Historically northeastern 
Pennsylvania has not received an adequate 
share of funds necessary to bring this ravaged 
land back to a productive and environmentally 
sound state. 

Mr. Speaker, I trust that the Department of 
the Interior will use this opportunity to show 
the American people that it can reduce cost 
without reducing the quality of its services. I 
hope that the Department will continue to pro
vide the unique services needed in the anthra
cite coal region despite the fact that an office 
may close or the number of staff may shrink 
dramatically. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, I support the concept 
of saving the taxpayers' money and hope that 
the Department of the Interior will use this op
portunity to prove to the American public that 
it does not need to be micro-managed and 
that it can operate in a competent manner with 
less money. 

Mr. PENNY. I rise in opposition to this bill. 
I can't in good conscience support a bill that 
increases funding for the Department of the 
Interior by 10 percent while we're in the midst 
of an undeclared budgetary crisis. The gravity 
of the situation must be realized now, before 
our interest payments eat up money that 
should be spent on the education, health, and 
defense of our grandchildren. 

I fully support the increase in grazing fees 
on public land, however. The Federal Govern
ment can't afford to continue to subsidize the 
private market to the tune of $30 million a 
year. Current grazing fees don't even come 
close to matching the costs of administering 
Federal grazing programs. Not only is it ques-
tionable economic policy, it's questionable en
vironmentally by encouraging grazing at 
below-market rates. 

We must look past special interests, toward 
the good of the country as a whole. The ad
ministration has made a valiant effort to elimi
nate Federal subsidization of the depletion of 
our natural resources. I applaud their efforts. 

Mr. FAWELL. The conference report pro
vides $201,724,000 for National Park Service 
construction in fiscal year 1994, including 
$161,524,000 for 70 site-specific line items. 
This total is $16,024,000 above the requested 
level; $17,775,000 above the House-approved 
level; and $10,588,000 above the Senate-ap
proved level. 

The conferees recommend $74,588,000 for 
construction of 44 projects lacking sufficient 
authorization, including 41 unauthorized 
projects totaling $56,756,000 which were not 
requested by the administration, and 
$17,832,000 for three administration-requested 
projects lacking sufficient authorization. 

I want to note that Amendment No. 23 in
cludes bill language that makes the National 
Park Service construction a.ccount subject to 
the provisions of the act of August 24, 1912, 
as amended (16 U.S.C. 451) which state: "No 
expenditure for construction of administration 
or other buildings cost in case of any building 
exceeding $3,000 shall be made in any na
tional park except under express authority of 
Congress." If this amendment is enacted into 
law and the provisions of the act of August 24, 
1912, are unchanged, then no more than 
$3,000 may be expended in fiscal year 1994 
on any unauthorized project listed on pages 
19 and 20 of the conference report (H. Rept. 
1 03-299) accompanying H.R. 2520. Further
more, no funds in excess of the current au
thorization level may be expended for any au
thorized project listed on pages 19 and 20 of 
the conference report. 

A list of the above-referenced projects fol
lows: 

1. Allegheny Portage Railroad National 
Historic Site, Pennsylvania- $1 ,930,000 in
crease to $0 request for Lemon House reha
bilitation. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $1 ,930,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

2. Blackstone River Valley NHC, Massa
chusetts/Rhode Island-$500,000 increase to $0 
request. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $0 (House); $1 ,000,000 (Senate). 

3. Boston National Historical Park, Massa
chusett&-$2,400 ,000 increase to $0 request for 
Old South Meeting House . (Report language) 
Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: 
$2,700,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

4. Boston National Historical Park, Massa
chusett&-$700,000 increase to $0 request for 
Dorchester Heights. (Report language) Au
thorization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: 
$700,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

5. Boston National Historical Park, Massa
chusett&-$1,900 ,000 increase to $0 request for 
U.S.S. Constitution Museum. (Report lan
guage) Authorization: Unauthorized. Appro
priation: $0 (House) ; $1,900,000 (Senate). 

6. Chamizal National Monument, Texas
$840,000 increase to $0 request (Report lan
guage) Authorization: Unauthorized. Appro
priation: $840,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

7. Chickamauga-Chattanooga National 
Military Par k, Tennessee- $3,600,000 increase 
to $0 request for road relocation . (Report 
language) Authorization: Unaut horized. Ap
propriation: $5,000,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

8. Chickasaw National Recreat ion Area, 
Oklahoma-$1 ,420,000 increase to $0 request 
for campground. (Report language) Author
ization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: $0 
(House); $1,420,000 (Senate). 

9. Coulee Dam National Recreation Area, 
Washington- $416,000 increase to $0 request 
for boat launch. (Report language) Author
ization: Unauthorized . Appropriation: 
$416,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

10. Crater Lake . National Park, Oregon
$150,000 increase to $0 request for camp
ground expansion. (Report language) Author
ization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: $0 
(House); $150,000 (Senate). 

11. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreational 
Area, Ohio-$1,000,000 increase to $0 request 
to rehabilitate historic structures. (Report 
language) Authorization: Unauthorized. Ap
propriation: $1,264,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

12. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreational 
Area, Ohio-$2,000,000 increase to $0 request 
for railroad track and bridges. (Report lan
guage) Aut horization: Unauthorized. Appro
priation: $2,000,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

13. Delaware Water Gap National Rec
reational Area, Pennsylvania-$195,000 in
crease to $0 request for trail development. 
(Report language) Authorization: Unauthor
ized. Appropriation: $195,000 (House); $0 (Sen
ate). 

14. Franklin D. Roosevelt Memorial , DC
$11,000,000 increase to $0 request . (Report lan
guage) Authorization: Unauthorized. Appro
priation: $0 (House); $11 ,000,000 (Senate). 

15. Gateway National Recreational Area, 
New York-$7 ,150,000: a $5,880,000 decr ease to 
$13,030,000 request for Great Kills Ba thhouse . 
(Report language) Authorization: $6,974,000. 
Appropriation: $6,600,000 (House); $13,030,000 
(Senate). 

16. Gateway National Recreational Area, 
New York- $5,200 ,000 increase to $0 request 
for Jacob Riis Park. (Report language) Au
thorization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: 
$5,200,000 (House); $5,200,000 (Senate). 

17. Gettysburg National Military Park, 
Pennsylvania-$100,000 increase to $0 request 
for technical assistance. (Report language) 
Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: 
$100,000 (House); $100 ,000 (Senate) . 

18. Great Basin National Park, Nevada
$250,000 increase to $0 request for water sys
tem. (Report language) Authorization: Unau
thorized. Appropriation: $250,000 (House); 
$250,000 (Senate). 

19. Harpers Ferry National Historic Park, 
West Virginia-$2,637,000 increase to $0 re
quest for lower town. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $0 (House); $2,637 ,000 (Senate). 

20. Hot Springs, Arkansa&-$350,000 in
crease to $0 request for a cost-shared fea
sibility study of flood protection for the 
downtown area. (Bill language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $0 (House); $450,000 (Senate). 

21. Ice Age Scientific Reserve, Wisconsin
$500,000 increase to $0 request for exhibits. 
(Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $500,000 (House); $500,000 (Senate). 

22. Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, In
diana- $125,000 increase to $0 request for 
Long Lake Wetlands Overlook. (Report lan
guage) 
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Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria

tions: $125,000 (House); SO (Senate). 
23. James A. Garfield National Historic 

Site, Ohio---$1 ,311,000 increase to SO request 
for site, building restoration. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $1,311 ,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

24. Jean Lafitte National Historical Park, 
Louisiana-$925,000 increase to $0 request for 
various projects. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $100,000 (House); $925,000 (Senate). 

25. John D. Rockefeller Parkway, Wyo
ming-$700,000: a $2,159,000 decrease to 
$2,859,000 request to relocate Flagg Ranch. 
(Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $700,000 (House); $700,000 (Senate). 

26. Kalaupapa National Historic Site, Ha
waii-$525,000 increase to SO request for var
ious projects. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: SO (House); $525,000 (Senate). 

27. Lackawanna Heritage Park, Pennsylva
nia-$670,000 increase to SO request for tech
nical assistance. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $175,000 (House); $670,000 (Senate). 

28. Lincoln Research Center, Illinois
$3,000,000 increase to SO request to begin con
struction. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $3,000,000 (House) $0 (Senate). 

29. Lincoln Home National Historic Site, 
Illinois-$709,000 increase to $0 request for 
Dubois House relocation. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $709,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

30. Lyndon B. Johnson Ranch National His
toric Site , Texas-$100,000 increase to 
$1 ,300,000 request for exhibits. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion : $1,400,000 (House); so (Senate). 

31. Martin Luther King, Jr., National His
toric Site- $9,982,000: SO increase to $9,982,000 
request for visitor facilities. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: $3,177,000. Appropriation: $0 
(House); $9,982,000 (Senate). 

32. Mount Vernon Bicycle Trail, Virginia
$250,000 increase to SO request correct safety 
hazards. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $450,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

33. Natchez Trace Parkway, Mississippi
$4,000,000 increase to SO request for Parkway 
construction. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $4,000,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

34. New England. Conservatory, Massachu
setts-$1,500,000 increase to SO request for 
Jordon Hall. (Bill language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: SO (House); $3,000,000 (Senate). 

35. New River Gorge National River, West 
Virginia-$830,000 increase to $0 request. (Re
port language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria-
tion: SO (House); $830,000 (Senate). · 

36. Penn Center, South Carolina-$500,000 
increase to SO request for rehabilitation. (Bill 
language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: SO (House); $850,000 (Senate). 

37. Port Chicago National Memorial, Cali
fornia- $308,000 increase to SO request for me
morial fabrication/construction. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $308,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

38. Salem Maritime National Historical 
Park, Massachusetts-$2,120,000 increase to 

SO request for various projects. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $1 ,300,000 (House); $2,850,000 (Senate). 

39. Stones River National Battlefield, Ten
nessee-$700,000 increase to SO for trail con
nector. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $700,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

40. Thomas Stone National Historic Site, 
Maryland-$1 ,000,000 increase to $0 for main 
house restoration. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $1,170,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

41. Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site, 
Missouri-$150,000 increase to $0 to restore 
historic structures. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $150,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

42. Upper Susquehanna Heritage, Penn
.sylvania- $50,000 increase for technical as
sistance. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $50,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

43. War in the Pacific, Guam-$500,000 in
crease to SO request for monument. (Report 
language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $500,000 (House); $500,000 (Senate). 

44. Weir Farm National Historic Site, Con
necticut-$395,000 increase to $0 request to 
restore historic structures. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $395,000 (House); $395,000 (Senate). 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, free and open. 
Our Founding Fathers, when writing the Con
stitution, envisioned a free and open legisla
tive process, of the people, by the people and 
for the people. 

I shudder to think of how our Founding Fa
thers would view the process by which we are 
now presented with the conference report on 
the fiscal year 1994 Interior Appropriations bill. 
We have been presented with a bill which 
contains sweeping new policies that were ar
rived at in the eleventh hour, cloaked in se
crecy, and without the benefit of hearings or 
consideration by the authorizing committees. 

Today, we are being asked to vote on an 
appropriations measure that would not only 
drastically increase grazing fees and spell 
economic ruin for Western ranching families 
and communities, but would also rob public 
rangeland ranchers, and others of water rights 
and set new public lands use policies. 

The rangeland reform amendment is littered 
with vague and bureaucratic language. For ex
ample, the amendment proclaims U.S. rights 
and claims to water developed on public 
lands, and does not provide specific citations 
to support such rights. 

Public rangeland ranchers are not opposed 
to efforts to improve public rangelands policies 
and have long been willing to address environ
mental concerns associated with grazing of 
livestock on public lands. In fact, ranchers and 
others have responded in earnest to the De
partment of the Interior's request for public 
comment on proposals to reform rangeland 
polices. Ironically, the public comment period 
ended today. 

If the Interior Appropriations bill passes with 
the rangeland reform language, the House will 
be sending a clear and distressing message 
that comments and concerns of those who 
know the land, and who will be most directly 
affected by the reforms, are meaningless. 

The bottom line is that this is a sneaky, un
derhanded way to advance an anti-Western, 

anti-public lands policy agenda. I am against 
the grazing and water language being in
cluded in the Interior appropriations bill, and 
ask my colleagues to support removing the 
rangeland reform language. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2520, which provides appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and related 
agencies. 

This legislation provides important funding 
for the Fish and Wildlife Service, the National 
Park Service, the Smithsonian Institute and 
other programs that are necessary to conserv
ing and fostering our natural and cultural re
sources. 

In particular, the funding that the bill pro
vides to the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Park Service will have a special impact in the 
State of New Jersey. This money is crucial to 
New Jersey's efforts to protect and preserve 
important habitat and cultural resources in one 
of the fastest growing States in the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am especially pleased that 
this legislation provides funding to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service for two very significant 
land acquisition projects in New Jersey: one at 
the Cape May National Wildlife Refuge and 
the other at the E.B. Forsythe Refuge. 

For the Cape May refuge, the bill contains 
$2.1 millio·n that will enable the service to ex
pand the refuge. These funds will help the 
Service follow through with some of the op
tions and negotiations now in progress, and 
keep alive the movement to protect South Jer
sey's natural resources. The wetlands in
cluded in the refuge are vitally important to 
Cape May County for aquifer recharge, flood 
storage, and shore stabilization. 

The Cape May refuge also provides critical 
habitat for a myriad of local and migrating 
birds and many rare, threatened, and endan
gered plant and animal species. In fact, the 
Cape May Peninsula is host to the second 
largest number of migratory birds of prey in 
the Nation, including northern harrier, osprey, 
peregrine falcon, merlin, American Kestrel, 
sharp-shinned, cooper's and red-shouldered 
hawk, in addition to hundreds of American 
bald eagles each year. Additionally, some 34 
percent of the Atlantic flyway's black duck 
population, unusual concentrations of 
gamebirds, and overwhelming numbers of 
songbirds overwinter or temporarily rest in 
their migration in the Cape May refuge's wet
lands. These species have the Cape May ref
uge as their best chance of survival. 

The $4.5 million included in the bill for the 
E.B. Forsythe National Wildlife Refuge will 
allow the Fish and Wildlife Service to continue 
to purchase land in this refuge that is so wor
thy of protection, yet so endangered due to its 
location at the Jersey shore. 

I am particularly grateful to the conferees for 
including funds and report language to ensure 
purchases of historical property in the town of 
Port Republic, in order to incorporate it into 
the refuge. 

The Port Republic property holds great sig
nificance for the State and the Nation as the 
historic site known as Chestnut Neck. It was 
here that Fort Hill, a revolutionary war en
campment, was located to protect shipping 
and privateering during the American Revolu
tionary War. The site is also the location of a 
battleground at which a large contingent of 
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continental soldiers was massacred by a Brit
ish raiding party in 1788 while the community 
of Chestnut Neck was burned to the ground. 

This location still retains an enormous 
wealth of artifacts from this crucial period of 
our history. The site of Fort Hill and Chestnut 
Neck battleground remains undeveloped and 
is largely undisturbed. Acquisition of this land 
will protect it from incompatible development 
with an eye toward preserving the site's 
unique place in history, as well as its archeo
logical and environmental values. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service placed these 
properties on their top priority list, and has al
ready purchased one of them. This funding 
will help the service to acquire a companion 
property and significantly aid the effort to pre
serve the unique value of this area. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Speaker, that 
the acquisition of the properties at the Cape 
May and Forsythe Wildlife Refuges will be 
funded by money from the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. I think that it is important 
to note that the fund derives most of its reve
nues from Federal motorboat fuel taxes and 
offshore leasing of oil and gas sites-not from 
the General Treasury. 

Mr. Speaker, last year Congress designated 
some 129 miles of the Great Egg Harbor River 
as components of the National Wild and Sce
nic Rivers System. This was a landmark occa
sion for New Jersey-the State's first wild and 
scenic river. This watershed constitutes a 
major source of drinking water and hosts 
many recreational, cultural, and historical 
points of interest. 

The Great Egg Harbor River is one of New 
Jersey's most magnificent treasures. This re
gion provides important habitat for a wide vari
ety of animals, birds, and plants, including 
such rare and endangered species as the bald 
eagle and the peregrine falcon. This river is 
also one of the longest canoeable rivers in the 
Pinelands and is well know for its fishing, 
boating and recreational activities. Further
more, there are many sites of cultural and his
torical interest along the river corridor includ
ing the remains of the iron and shipping indus
try. 

National scenic and recreational designation 
of this river was the culmination of a 6-year 
study and represents a consensus between 
the local municipalities, and the county, State 
and Federal governments to cooperate in 
drawing up local river management plans for 
the Great Egg Harbor River. A cooperative ef
fort on such a scale is indicative of the unique
ness of this area and the local and State sup
port it receives. 

The $81,000 included in the bill will enable 
the National Park Service to assist in the de
velopment of local river management plans, in 
preparing the comprehensive river protection 
plan, and in entering into agreements with 
local, State and other Federal groups. These 
funds are necessary to prevent further delay in 
carrying out the goals of this designation and 
provide long-term protection to this unique nat
ural resource. 

The Cape May, Forsythe, and Great Egg 
Harbor River projects represent rare opportu
nities to preserve the important environmental, 
cultural and historical values of New Jersey 
and the Nation. 

I would like to thank the chairman and rank
ing Republican of the Appropriations Commit-

tee and the chairman and ranking member of 
the Interior Subcommittee. I would especially 
like to praise the fine work of Chairman 
YATES, as well as Mr. REGULA, the ranking Re
publican member of that panel. They have 
done an excellent job in crafting this bill as a 
whole. Chairman YATES and Mr. REGULA have 
been particularly sensitive to the need to pro
tect natural resources in the face of increasing 
developmental pressures in New Jersey-the 
most urbanized and densely populated State 
in the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, despite the~e austere times 
and the necessary budget cuts, I believe that 
this bill reflects Congress' strong commitment 
to the preservation and protection of our natu
ral and historical resources. This is a rational 
bill and I urge my colleagues' support for its 
passage. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today, 
regretfully to oppose this Interior appropria
tions legislation because the grazing proposal 
contained within it bypasses public discussion. 
I have no quarrel with other parts of the bill. 
Indeed, the committee has done a fine job 
putting the appropriations together and has 
treated my State of North Dakota fairly. 

However, the sharp increase in grazing fees 
from $1.86 to $3.45 per animal unit month 
over 3 years will dramatically affect the family
size ranches in North Dakota. Since Congress 
has not invited the ranchers to testify before 
the House, I went to the ranchers. I recently 
spent a day in western North Dakota with 
members of the Little Missouri Grazing Asso
ciation. These family ranchers have been rais
ing cattle on this land for three generations. 
Even with the opportunity to lease public lands 
they net on average $20,000 or less per year 
per family. 

Ranchers are not asking that no changes be 
made in Federal range management. They are 
asking that the process include them since its 
financial effect is significant. 

In good conscience, I cannot vote for this 
conference report without testimony being 
heard by the House or the other body. To in
stitute reforms without public discourse is a 
disservice to ranchers and the people. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speaker, I re
gretfully rise in opposition to the Interior appro
priations conference report for fiscal year 
1994. I had hoped I could vote for this con
ference report because there are many things 
in this bill that I support; however, the amount 
of money appropriated in this bill represents 
nearly a 1 0-percent increase over last year. 
The people of my congressional district did not 
receive a 1 0-percent salary hike, and they 
simply cannot afford a 1 0-percent increase for 
this bill. In fact, many of the people of my con
gressional district will receive a tax increase, 
and this bill only adds to their share of the 
Federal debt. I sincerely hope we can begin 
setting priorities in Federal spending so that 
we can take serious steps to reduce our Fed
eral deficit. We must begin to set priorities. 
Let's do it for our children's sake. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report on the Interior and re
lated agencies appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1994. I want to commend my two House 
colleagues, Chairman SID YATES and ranking 
Republican RALPH REGULA, for their leadership 
and tireless efforts in an enormously difficult 

undertaking to reach a conference agreement 
that is acceptable to most Members of the 
House. 

The agreement is the product of weeks of 
delicate negotiations between House and Sen
ate conferees. As usual, the Interior appropria
tions bill has no shortage of controversies. 
The conference produced strong differences of 
opinion on such issues as Federal grazing 
fees, the new National Biological Survey, For
est Service road funding and Federal mining 
patents. 

The most contentious of these, grazing fees, 
was resolved with a compromise that in
creases grazing fees over 3 years from the 
current $1.86 to $3.45 per animal unit month 
[AUM] and institutes a number of rangeland 
reforms. The conference debated these 
changes extensively before acting. 

The agreement reflects the wishes of an in
creasing majority in the House who have 
voted on numerous occasions over the past 
several years for increased fees. The most re
cent vote came on September 29 when the 
House passed 314 to 1 09 a motion to instruct 
conferees to reject the Senate's 1-year mora
torium on the implementation of grazing fee in
creases. To critics of the compromise, it 
should be pointed out that the agreement will 
prevent the Secretary of the Interior from im
plementing a higher fee schedule and more 
comprehensive reforms. 

In regard to the National Biological Survey, 
the conferees included bill language prohibit
ing the use of Federal funds to conduct new 
surveys on private property unless specifically 
authorized in writing by the property owner. 
The statement of the managers contains lan
guage which clearly states that National Bio
logical Survey funding is only provided to the 
extent authorized by law to continue ongoing 
research activities. The survey, as well inten
tioned as it may be, has been the subject of 
controversy in the House, and I believe funds 
should not be expended until Congress has 
fully expressed its will. 

Much attention has been focused on the 
contentious issues faced by the conference, 
but that should not obscure our vision to the 
fact that the final figure of $13.4 billion falls 
under the administration request, the 602(b) 
allocation and the funding levels in the House 
and Senate Interior appropriations bills. 

Even with this year's severe budget restric
tions, the conference was able to provide for 
the essential program needs of the Forest 
Service, Department of Interior, conservation 
and fossil fuel programs of the Department of 
Energy, Indian education and health, and cul
tural and artistic programs. 

The conference report also facilitates a 
number of goals in the Vice President's report 
on reinventing Government, including a meas
ure to eliminate all employee floors and ceil
ings in the Department of the Interior. This 
gives the Secretary the flexibility needed to 
meet the goal of greater efficiency by reducing 
the number of employees in the Department. 

I have been a member of the Interior Appro
priations Subcommittee for nearly three dec
ades. As always, it is a labor of love to work 
on issues affecting our glorious public lands
the national parks, forests, rivers, and wildlife 
refuges. This bill preserves and protects our 
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cultural heritage, provides low-income weath
erization assistance and promotes needed re
search on energy conservation and develop
ment. These wonderful projects and programs 
are worthy of our support. I urge adoption of 
this conference report . 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, today's vote is 
about gridlock, not grazing fees. 

It is about managing public lands, not pri
vate property rights. 

There were are only two important ques
tions before the House: Whether we can break 
the gridlock on public lands reform? Whether 
we can take on the special interests and re
duce the Federal deficit? 

The day the Senate passed its so-called 
moratorium was a sad day for both the tax
payers, the environment. 

However, the day that they voted 314 to 
1 09 to instruct conferees not to agree to the 
Senate moratorium effort on grazing fees was 
just the opposite. 

That was the beginning of a new era of bi
partisan cooperation on public land reform and 
grazing reform. 

The conferees have followed the House's 
instruction and returned with a conference re
port that breaks the gridlock over grazing fees 
and presents a good deal for the grazers, and 
a fair deal for the taxpayers. 

Contrary to some wild claims by those who 
oppose increasing Federal grazing fee, this 
conference report is not an attack on private 
property rights. 

Federal grazing permits do not confer pri
vate property rights in Federal lands and low 
grazing fees are not a private property rights. 

Some Federal grazers made those allega
tions when the first Federal grazing fees were 
assessed in 1906. 

They maintained that any grazing fee on 
Federal lands amounted to a "taking" without 
just compensation, which is prohibited by the 
fifth amendment. 

In 1911, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that 
the grazers were wrong and that grazing per
mits confer no private property rights in Fed
eral public lands, See: Light v. United States 
(220 u.s. 523). 

The Court said clearly that: "Grazing on 
public land does not confer any vested right 
* * * nor deprive the United States of the 
power of recalling any * * * license under 
which the land has been used for private pur
poses." 

Nothing in this conference report changes 
that. 

In fact, all land reform changes contained in 
the conference report are prefaced with the 
phrase "subject to valid existing rights." 

So, the conference report respects valid ex
isting private property rights. 

The bottom line-for those who do not sup
port the conference report-is that there is no 
right time to increase Federal grazing fees, no 
fee increase that is acceptable and no argu
ment that can be foregone to prevent a fair re
turn to the taxpayers. 

For those of us who disagree, there is no 
time like the present. 

The conference report is right on target. 
Federal grazing fees are ridiculously low. 
Current Federal range condition is too poor. 
The conference report is sound and prac-

tical because it recognizes that only the mar-

ket place can allocate Federal rangeland re
sources. 

Because of the conference report , we can at 
last start running the Federal Government 
more like a business. 

It presents a good deal for the grazers, and 
a fair deal for the taxpayers. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule and the conference report on the fis
cal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill as it 
comes before the House today. 

Mr. Speaker, the House never had an op
portunity to fully debate and consider the 
Rangeland Reform 1994 provisions included in 
the conference report. The Clinton administra
tion didn't even announce its reform proposal 
until several weeks after the House h!:id acted 
on the original version of the Interior bill. 

Far from including rangeland reform in its 
version of the bill, the Senate voted a one
year moratorium on the implementation of the 
Clinton Rangeland Reform program. 

Yet, somehow, a handful of conferees se
cretly negotiated . a deal behind closed doors 
to add these provisions which neither the 
House not the Senate had ever approved. 

Mr. Speaker, the grazing fee increase in this 
legislation will be devastating to the many 
small ranching families across the West. The 
policy changes this conference report will also 
codify represent a sweeping change in the 
way our public lands are managed. The 
changes infringe upon private property rights. 
Land managers are given broad, new, unilat
eral authority to implement decisions from 
which there is no recourse. 

All this despite administration officials' own 
admission, made in an internal Department 
memo, that their "own statistics can be used 
to show that the range is in better shape than 
at any point in this century." 

As if that weren't bad enough, the Interior 
conference report fully authorizes and funds 
the National Biological Survey-a program 
that had to be pulled from the House floor last 
week by its sponsors. This is a back-door ef
fort to evade even the modest protections for 
private property rights which were approved 
during the course of debate on the Biological 
Survey bill. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against the 
rule. The conference committee should recon
vene and bring back a bill which withholds 
funding for the Biological Survey until it is 
properly authorized. It should excise the 
rangeland reform provisions to avert a certain 
Senate filibuster, and avoid delaying the many 
other important programs funded by the Inte
rior bill. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
rises today to thank the chairman of the Inte
rior Appropriations Subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] and the rank
ing Republican on that subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA) for their sup
port of appropriations for construction of a new 
hospital in Winnebago, NE. The quest for a 
new hospital has been a long and drawn-out 
process. The Winnebago Hospital provides 
vital health care services to the native Amer
ican population of Nebraska and is in dire 
need for replacement; therefore this Member 
is pleased that the subcommittee allocated 
$300,000 in planning money for a replacement 
facility at Winnebago, contingent on the ap
proval of a project justification document. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the con
ference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The question is on the con
ference report . 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore . Pursu
ant to House Resolution 279, the mo
tions printed in the joint explanatory 
statement of the committee of con
ference to dispose of amendments in 
disagreement are considered as read. 

The Clerk will designate the first 
amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate Amendment No. 1: Page 2, after line 
2, insert: 

" MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

" For expenses necessary for protection, 
use, improvement, development, disposal , ca
dastral surveying, classification, and per
formance of other functions, including main
tenance of facilities, as authorized by law, in 
the management of lands and their resources 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 
Management, including the general adminis
tration of the Bureau of Land Management, 
$604,415,000, of which the following amounts 
shall remain available until expended: not to 
exceed $1 ,462,000 to be derived from the spe
cial receipt account established . by section 4 
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601- 6a(i)) , 
and $69,418,000 for the Automated Land and 
Mineral Record System Project: Provided. 
That appropriations herein made shall not be 
available for the destruction of healthy , 
unadapted, wild horses and burros in the 
care of the Bureau of Land Management or 
its contractors; and in addition, $15,300,000 
for Mining Law Administration program op
erations to remain available through Sep
tember 30, 1994, to be reduced by amounts 
collected by the Bureau of Land Manage
ment and credited to this appropriation from 
annual mining claim fees so as to result in a 
final fiscal year 1994 appropriation estimated 
at not more than $604,415,000: Provided fur
ther , That in addition to funds otherwise 
available , not to exceed $5,000,000 from an
nual mining claim fees shall be credited to 
this account for the costs of administering 
the mining claim fee program, and shall re
main available until expended." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 1, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert 
the following: 

''MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

" For expenses necessary for protection, 
use, improvement, development, disposal, ca
dastral surveying, classification, and per
formance of other functions, including main
tenance of facilities , as authorized by law, in 
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the management of lands and their resources 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 
Management, including the general adminis
tration of the Bureau of Land Management, 
$599,860,000, of which the following amounts 
shall remain available until expended: 
$1,462,000 to be derived from the special re
ceipt account established by section 4 of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a(i)), and 
$69,418,000 for the Automated Land and Min
eral Record System Project: Provided, That 
appropriations herein made shall not be 
available for the destruction of healthy, 
unadapted, wild horses and burros in the 
care of the Bureau of Land Management or 
its contractors; and in addition, $15,300,000 
for Mining Law Administration program op
erations to remain available through Sep
tember 30, 1994, to be reduced by amounts 
collected by the Bureau of Land Manage
ment and credited to this appropriation from 
annual mining claim fees so as to result in a 
final fiscal year 1994 appropriation estimated 
at not more than $599,860,000: Provided fur
ther, That in addition to funds otherwise 
available, not to exceed $5,000,000 from an
nual mining claim fees shall be credited to 
this account for the costs of administering 
the mining claim fee program, and shall re
main available until expended. " 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Indiana object to 
adoption of the motion by unanimous 
consent? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, could the motion be restated? What 
was the motion? I think I understood 
the motion, but I would be happy to 
hear it restated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES], 
since he has 30 minutes, wish to debate 
the motion? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the Clerk repeat 
the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will redesignate the motion. 
The Clerk redesignated the motion. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. What is 

the gentleman's objection? 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, this $599 million was struck when it 
left the House on a point of order. It 
was struck on a point of order when it 
left the House, and I think the House's 
sentiments should be what we live with 
here. I do not think we should put that 
money back in. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Indiana should then pro
ceed or debate time yielded to him. 
Does the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] yield time to the gentleman 
from Indiana in order to debate the 
matter? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman from Indiana is requesting 

time, I will be glad to yield to him if he 
wants. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana .. Yes. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I think we probably ought to try to 
illuminate the issue a little bit. 

Mr. YATES. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, this amount of money to 
which the gentleman objects is for the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

As the gentleman will recall, Mr. 
Speaker, the committee put an appro
priation into the bill, and did not ask 
for a rule to protect the Bureau of 
Land Management appropriation on 
the House floor because BLM had no 
current authorization. I am sure the 
gentleman will recall that it was on his 
point of order that that amount of 
money was stricken. 
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Subsequently, as we went into the 

conference, the House had passed an 
authorization and the Senate had re
stored the funding for the Bureau of 
Land Management. The conferees, in 
order to provide the funds for the Bu
reau of Management, which has such 
important operations throughout the 
country and particularly in the West, 
agreed to the funding. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield, can the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
tell me how much the Bureau of Land 
Management received last year to run 
its operation nationwide? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the 
amount is $542 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. So this is 
$57 million above last year's figure? 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is cor
rect, for the reason there were addi
tional duties on the part of the Bureau 
of Land Management that had been 
passed by the Congress, and funds were 
necessary for that purpose. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield further, 
the concern that I have is with the se
vere fiscal problems that this country 
faces, to have a $57 million increase, 
which is almost 10 percent, in one year 
for one agency of Government, seems 
to me to be excessive. I would hope 
that we could maybe send this back to 
conference and have it cut back. If we 
increase every area of Government by 
10 percent this year, we would have an 
exorbitant increase in spending. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I would 
suggest to the gentleman that the 
House tried to get a lesser figure. The 
amount is actually $5 million less than 
the Senate appropriated in its original 
bill. But I could not obtain Senate ap
proval for a lesser amount. I doubt that 
if the bill was sent back to conference 
that we would be able to do much bet
ter. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I feel that somebody has to draw 

the line someplace, and for that reason 
I will ask for a rollcall vote on this, be
cause I think over a 10-percent increase 
in funding for one agency of Govern
ment is excessive, and it should not be 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Does the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] desire time? 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
requests for time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore annnounced that 
the ayes app~ared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vic~. and there were-yeas 296, nays 
131, not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 523] 
YEAS-296 

Ackerman Dooley Johnson, E. B. 
Andrews (ME) Durbin Johnston 
Andrews (NJ) Edwards (CA) Kanjorski 
Andrews (TX) Edwards (TX) Kaptur 
Applegate English (AZ) Kennedy 
Bacchus (FL) English (OK) Kennelly 
Baesler Eshoo Kildee 
Barlow Evans Kleczka 
Barrett (WI) Farr Klein 
Becerra Fazio Klink 
Beilenson Fields (LA) Knoll en berg 
Bentley Filner Kolbe 
Bereuter Fingerhut Kopetski 
Berman Flake Kreidler 
Bevill Foglietta Kyl 
Bilbray Ford (MI) LaFalce 
Bishop Ford (TN) Lambert 
Blackwell Fowler Lancaster 
Bliley Frank (MA) Lantos 
Bonior Franks (CT) LaRocco 
Borski Frost Laughlin 
Boucher Furse Lazio 
Brewster Gallo Leach 
Brooks Gejdenson Lehman 
Browder Gephardt Levin 
Brown (CA) Geren Levy 
Brown (FL) Gilchrest Lewis (CA) 
Brown (OH) Gillmor Lewis (GA) 
Bryant Gingrich Lipinski 
Byrne Glickman Lloyd 
Camp Gonzalez Long 
Cantwell Gordon Lowey 
Cardin Goss Machtley 
Carr Grandy Maloney 
Chapman Green Manton 
Clay Gunderson Margolies-
Clayton Gutierrez Mezvinsky 
Clement Hall (OH) Markey 
Clinger Hamburg Martinez 
Clyburn Hamilton Matsui 
Coleman Harman Mazzoli 
Collins (IL) Hastings McCandless 
Colli~s (Ml) Hayes McCloskey 
Conyers Hefner McCollum 
Coppersmith Hilliard McCrery 
Costello Hinchey McCurdy 
Coyne Hoagland McDade 
Cramer Hobson McDermott 
Danner Hochbrueckner McHale 
Darden Hoekstra McKinney 
de Ia Garza Holden McMillan 
Deal Houghton McNulty 
DeFazio Hoyer Meehan 
DeLauro Huffington Meek 
Dellums Hughes Menendez 
Derrick Hutto Mfume 
Deutsch Inslee Miller (CA) 
Diaz-Balart Jefferson M1ller (FL) 
Dicks Johnson (CT) Min eta 
Dingell Johnson (GA) Mink 
Dixon Johnson (SD) Moakley 
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Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bilirakis 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 

Abercrombie 
Engel 

Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 

NAYS-131 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Mann 
Manzullo 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Minge 

NOT VOTING-6 
Gibbons 
Hastert 
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Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
W!lliams 
Wilson . 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Molinari 
Moorhead 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Portman 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Washington 
Waxman 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Abercrombie for, Mr. Hastert against. 

Messrs. SHAYS, ARCHER, MINGE, 
MOORHEAD, SARPALIUS, HORN, 
BARCIA of Michigan, and HYDE 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
''nay.'' 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. McMILLAN, 
and Mr. WELDON changed their vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 2: Page 2, after line 
26, insert: 

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS 
For acquisition of lands and interests 

therein, and construction of buildings, recre
ation facilities, roads, trails, and appur
tenant facilities, $10,817,000, to remain avail
able until expended. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 2, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend
ment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment, insert: " $10,467 ,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
glad to yield to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON] if he wishes to de
bate the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, this is $10.467 million for the Bureau 
of Land Management construction and 
access. This was struck on a point of 
order in the House and the Senate 
amendment was, I guess, about the 
same amount, maybe a little bit more. 

Can the gentleman tell me what this 
$10.467 million is for? 

Mr. YATES. I would reply to the gen
tleman that this is another Bureau of 
Land Management item. The 1993 
amount, last year's amount, was 
$15,676,000. This year the Senate put in 
$10.8 million. The amount that the 
Committee had in the bill was stricken 
on the House floor on the gentleman's 
point of order. The Senate put in 
$10,817,000. The conferees agreed on a 
lesser figure, $10,467,000. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen
tleman will yield further, Mr. Speaker, 

I would ask, are these new projects, old 
projects, or are these being refunded? 

Mr. YATES. These are the projects 
that were ongoing. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. They are all 
ongoing projects? 

Mr. YATES. They are ongoing 
projects. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And not new 
ones? 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I thank the gentleman. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the motion is agreed to. 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 4: Page 4, after line 
4, insert: 

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 
For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisi

tion of lands and interests therein, and im
provement of Federal rangelands pursuant to 
section 401 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U .S.C. 1701), not
withstanding any other Act, sums equal to 50 
per centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year under sections 3 and 15 of 
the Taylor Grazing Act (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.) 
and the amount designated for range im
provements from grazing fees and mineral 
leasing receipts from Bankhead-Janes lands 
transferred to the Department of the Inte
rior pursuant to law, but not less than 
$10,025,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That not to exceed $600,000 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 
SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES 

For administrative expenses and other 
costs related to processing application docu
ments and other authorizations for use and 
disposal of public lands and resources, for 
costs of providing copies of official public 
land documents, for monitoring construc
tion, operation, and termination of facilities 
in conjunction with use authorizations, and 
for rehabilitation of damaged property, such 
amounts as may be collected under sections 
209(b) , 304(a), 304(b), 305(a), and 504(g) of the 
Act approved October 21, 1976 (43 U.S .C. 1701), 
and sections 101 and 203 of Public Law 93-153, 
to be immediately available until expended: 
Provided, that notwithstanding any provi
sion to the contrary of section 305(a) of the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1735(a)), any 
moneys that have been or will be received 
pursuant to that section, whether as a result 
of forfeiture, compromise, or settlement, if 
not appropriate for refund pursuant to sec
tion 305(c) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1735(c)), 
shall be available and may be expended 
under the authority of this or subsequent ap
propriations Acts by the Secretary to im
prove, protect, or rehabilitate any public 
lands administered through the Bureau of 
Land Management which have been damaged 
by the action of a resource developer, pur
chaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per
son, without regard to whether all moneys 
collected from each such forfeiture, com
promise, or settlement are used on the exact 
lands damage to which led to the forfeiture, 
compromise, or settlement: Provided fur
ther, That such moneys are in excess of 
amounts needed to repair damage to the 
exact land for which collected. 
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MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS 

In addition to amounts authorized to be 
expended under existing law, there is hereby 
appropriated such amounts as may be con
tributed under section 307 of the Act of Octo
ber 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), and such amounts 
as may be advanced for administrative costs, 
surveys, appraisals, and costs of making con
veyances of omitted lands under section 
211(b) of that Act, to remain available until 
expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land 
Management shall be available for purchase, 
erection, and dismantlement of temporary 
structures, and alteration and maintenance 
of necessary buildings and appurtenant fa
cilities to which the United States has title; 
up to S100,000 for payments, at the discretion 
of the Secretary, for information or evidence 
concerning violations of laws administered 
by the Bureau of La:p.d Management; mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate, not to exceed 
$10,000: Provided, that appropriations herein 
made for Bureau of Land Management ex
penditures in connection with the revested 
Oregon and California Railroad and recon
veyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant lands 
(other than expenditures made under the ap
propriation " Oregon and California grant 
lands" ) shall be reimbursed to the General 
Fund of the Treasury from the 25 per centum 
referred to in subsection (c), title II, of the 
Act approved August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876), of 
the special fund designated the " Oregon and 
California land grant fund " and section 4 of 
the Act approved May 24, 1939 (53 Stat. 754), 
of the special fund designated the " Coos Bay 
Wagon Road grant fund " : Provided further, 
That notwithstanding 44 U.S.C. 501 , the Bu
reau may, under cooperative cost-sharing 
and partnership arrangements authorized by 
law, procure printing services from coopera
tors in connection with jointly-produced 
publications for which the cooperators share 
the cost of printing either in cash or in serv
ices, and the Bureau determines the coopera
tor is capable of meeting accepted quality 
standards. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 4, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: 

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisi
tion of lands and interests therein, and im
provement of Federal rangelands pursuant to 
section 401 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), not
withstanding any other Act, sums equal to 50 
per centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year under sections 3 and 15 of 
the Taylor Grazing Act (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.) 
and the amount designated for range im
provements from grazing fees and mineral 
leasing receipts from Bankhead-Janes lands 
transferred to the Department of the Inte
rior pursuant to law, but not less than 
S10,025,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided , That not to exceed S600,000 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES 

For administrative expenses and other 
costs related to processing application docu
ments and other authorizations for use and 
disposal of public lands and resources, for 
costs of providing copies of official public 
land documents, for monitoring construc
tion, operation, and termination of facilities 
in conjunction with use authorizations, and 
for rehabilitation of damaged property, such 
amounts as may be collected under sections 
209(b), 304(b), 305(a), and 504(g) of the Act ap
proved October 21 , 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), and 
.sections 101 and 203 of Public Law 93-153, to 
be immediately available until expended: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any provi
sion to the contrary of section 305(a) of the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1735(a)), any 
moneys that have been or will be received 
pursuant to that section, whether as a result 
of forfeiture, compromise, or settlement, if 
not appropriate for refund pursuant to sec
tion 305(c) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1735(c)), 
shall be available and may be expended 
under the authority of this or subsequent ap
propriations Acts by the Secretary to im
prove, protect, or rehabilitate any public 
lands administered through the Bureau of 
Land Management which have been damaged 
by the action of a resource developer, pur
chaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per
son, without regard to whether all moneys 
collected from each such forfeiture, com
promise, or settlement are used on the exact 
lands damage to which led to the forfeiture, 
compromise, or settlement: Provided further, 
That such moneys are in excess of amounts 
needed to repair damage to the exact land 
for which collected. 

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS 

In addition to amounts authorized to be 
expended under existing law, there is hereby 
appropriated such amounts as may be con
tributed under section 307 of the Act of Octo
ber 21 , 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), and such amounts 
as may be advanced for administrative costs, 
surveys, appraisals, and costs of making con
veyances of omitted lands under section 
211(b) of that Act, to remain available until 
expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land 
Management shall be available for purchase , 
erection, and dismantlement of temporary 
structures, and alteration and maintenance 
of necessary buildings and appurtenant fa
cilities to which the United States has title: 
up to S100,000 for payments, at the discretion 
of the Secretary, for information or evidence 
concerning violations of laws administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management; mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate, not to exceed 
$10,000: Provided , That notwithstanding 44 
U.S.C. 501, the Bureau may, under coopera
tive cost-sharing and partnership arrange
ments authorized by law, procure printing 
services from cooperators in connection with 
jointly-produced publications for which the 
co-operators share the cost of printing either 
in cash or in services, and the Bureau deter
mines the cooperator is capable of meeting 
accepted quality standards. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. Will the gentleman yield? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I would say to the gentleman, this 
is $10.025 million, again for the Bureau 
of Land Management, range improve
ments. This was struck on a point of 
order when it ieft the House. I raised 
the point of order. 

Can the gentleman tell me what this 
is for, and are there any new projects? 
Are these all ongoing old projects? 

Mr. YATES. This is an amount that 
is received from grazing fees, and it is 
used for the improvement of the public 
lands. It is the same amount, roughly, 
as we had last year. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The same 
amount as last year? 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I withdrew my reservation of objec
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 10: Page 5, line 13, 
strike out all after " expended" down to and 
including " Marsh" in line 16 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 10, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken by said 
amendment, insert the following: 
" of which S1 ,800,000 shall be available as a 
grant from the United States Fish and Wild
life Service to Ducks Unlimited, Inc ., for 
construction of the Federal portion of the 
dike and pumping station at Metzger Marsh: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any other 
provision of law a single procurement for the 
construction of facilities at the Walnut 
Creek National Wildlife Refuge, Iowa may be 
issued which includes the full scope of the 
project: Provided further, That the solicita
tion and the contract shall contain the 
clause "availability of funds" found at 48 
CFR 52.323.18" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

Will the gentleman yield? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, this is $1.78 million for Ducks, Un
limited. It was not requested by the 
President. Is this a new appropriation 
or is this a continuation of an old pro
gram? 

Mr. YATES. This is a continuation of 
an ongoing project. It is not a new 
project. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Is this com
parable to the amount that was appro
priated last year? 

Mr. YATES. It is less than the 
amount appropriated last year. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 12: Page 7, line 3, 
strike out "$61,610.000" and insert: 
" $76,204,000" . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 12, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert " $82,655,000" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

Will the gentleman yield? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, the House had $61.61 million for this 
purpose, and the Senate had $76.204 
million, and yet the amount that is ap
propriated is $82.655 million, which is 
substantially higher than both the 
House and the Senate. 

Can the gentleman explain why it is 
higher than both the House and the 
Senate figures? 

Mr. YATES. I will tell the gen
tleman, the House had its list of 
projects that Members had requested 
for land acquisition for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The Senate had its 
own list of projects that its Members 
had requested. The total of both lists 
was about $110 million. 

0 1950 
The figure that was agreed upon by 

the conferees was $82,655,000, which was 
significantly lower. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Further re
serving the right to object, if the gen
tleman will yield, are any of these new 
pork barrel projects or projects for in
dividual Senators or House Members? 

Mr. YATES. No. These are not pork 
barrel projects. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Are there 
any new projects in there? 

Mr. YATES. There are two new 
projects, may I tell the gentleman, out 
of about 50. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Could the 
gentleman tell me where those projects 
are and how much they are? 

Mr. YATES. There is one in the 
Emiquon National Wildlife Refuge in 
Illinois. Incidentally, I did not request 
it. It is requested by Mr. MICHEL, I un
derstand. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. What is the 
other one? 

Mr. YATES. It is Lake Wales Ridge 
in Florida, which is $2 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And is this 
figure, this total of $82,655,000, is that 
higher than last year's future? 

Mr. YATES. It is roughly the equiva
lent, perhaps higher by $1 million, or $2 
million, or $3 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. But it is 
higher than last year, and we have two 
new projects? 

Mr. YATES. Insignificantly higher. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Insignifi

cantly. 
Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Does the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES] wish more time? 

Mr. YATES. No, I do not, Mr. Speak
er. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
wish more time? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. · 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 293, nays 
131, not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barlow 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
B111ey 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonior 

[Roll No. 524) 
YEAS-293 

Borski 
Boucher 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown <OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 

Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 

Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Bunning 
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Lewis (FL) 
Lewis <GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Payne <NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 

NAY8-131 

Burton 
Buyer 
Camp 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Dornan 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
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Gunderson Linder Rohrabacher 
Hall (TX) Manzullo Roth 
Hancock McCurdy Royce 
Hansen McHugh Santo rum 
Hefley Mcinnis Sarpalius 
Herger McKeon Schaefer 
Hoekstra Meyers Sensenbrenner 
Hoke Minge Shaw 
Huffington Molinari Shuster 
Hutchinson Moorhead Slattery 
Hutto Nussle Smith (Ml) 
Hyde Orton Smith (OR) 
Inglis Oxley Smith (TX) 
Inhofe Paxon Solomon 
Is took Penny Stearns 
Jacobs Peterson (MN) Stenholm 
Johnson, Sam Petri Stump 
Kasich Pickett Sundquist 
Kim Pombo Talent 
King Porter Tanner 
Kingston Portman Taylor (NC) 
Klug Pryce (OH) Upton 
Knoll en berg Quinn Vucanovich 
Lambert Ramstad Walker 
Levy Ridge Zeliff 
Lightfoot Roberts 

NOT VOTING-9 
Brooks Hunter Sabo 
Fazio Lehman Sharp 
Hastert Pastor Waxman 

0 1911 

Messrs. BREWSTER, SLATTERY, 
McCURDY, and JACOBS, and Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas changed their vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mr. BEREU
TER changed their vote from "nay" to 
''yea.'' 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Speaker, I rushed in 
late on rollcall vote No. 524 and misunder
stood the explanation of the vote. I intended to 
vote "yea." 

0 1910 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement. · 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 18: Page 9, line 19, 
after " construction" insert " : Provided, That 
the National Biological Survey is authorized 
to accept lands, buildings, equipment, and 
other contributions, either cash or in-kind, 
from public and private sources, and to pros
ecute projects in cooperation with other 
agencies, Federal, State, or private: Provided 
further , That the National Biological Survey 
is authorized to accept the services of out
side individuals or entities without com
pensation". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 18, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed by said amendment, insert: 

" In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert ': Provided , That none of 
the funds under this head shall be used to 
conduct new surveys on private property un
less specifically authorized in writing by the 
property owner'.'' . 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES). 

The motion was agreed to . 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No . 23: Page 11, line 7, 
strike out "$183,949,000" and insert 
" $191,136,000' J . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 23, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert 
" $201,724,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, may I ask the committee chairman, 
the House had $184 million for National 
Park Service construction. The Senate 
had $191 million and yet this is $18 mil
lion above the House and $10 million 
above the Senate. It is above both. 

I understand that there is $2 million 
for new construction for the Boston Li
brary; $3 million for a Lincoln Re
search Facility in Massachusetts, and 
that project could go as high as $30 
million to $40 million over the long 
term, the first tranche is $3 million. 

For Atlantic, there is $3 million in 
there, I guess for the Olympics for the 
Martin Luther King project. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
understand what the gentleman means. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will continue to 
yield, what I was doing was asking why 
this is above both the House and the 
Senate. It is $18 million above the 
House and $10 million above the Senate 
figure, and why do we have about four 
or five new projects that I do not be
lieve were authorized that are going to 
cost $50 million or $60 million over the 
long pull. 

One is in Boston, the Library in Bos
ton; the Lincoln Research Project 
which is starting off at $3 million and 
it is going to cost $30 million to $40 
million long term; the Martin Luther 
King project in Atlanta which is going 
to cost $9 million and something no
body over here can find out about or 
explain to me that is called the New 
England Conservatory, which is an
other $2 million. 

All these are new projects, and I do 
not believe they are authorized. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker the gen
tleman is partially correct. The Boston 
Public Library is an authorized 
project. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It is author
ized? 

Mr. YATES. It is an authorized 
project, yes. It is a landmark. It is one 
of the distinguished architectural 
buildings in the country. It is now en
gaged in a fundraising of which the 
Federal Government is providing a 
very small amount. Private sources 
will be providing the major amount of 
this project. 

The gentleman also made references 
to a project which he said may cost $30 
million. That I think is the $3 million 
project in the report. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield further, 
that is the first phase of it, through, I 
understand. 

Mr. YATES. I was just going to say, 
that project is not authorized, and the 
$3 million will become available only if 
and when the project is authorized. It 
is not made available in this budget. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. What about 
· the project in Atlanta and the New 
England Conservatory? 

Mr. YATES. The Atlanta project is 
authorized. 

The New England Conservatory 
project is subject to authorization . The 
money is not made available until the 
conservatory is designated a National 
landmark. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, if the 
gentleman will yield further, as I said 
before, this is $18 million above the 
House, $10 million above the Senate. 

How does this compare to last year's 
figure, the appropriation for last year? 

Mr. YATES. This appropriation is $27 
million below last year's appropriation. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Below last 
year? 

Mr. YATES. Below last year's appro
priation. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That being 
the case, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen
tleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 24: Page 11, line 8, 
strike out all after " expended" down to and 
including " 470a" in line 10 and insert: " Pro
vided , That of the funds provided under this 
heading, not to exceed $450,000 shall be made 
available to the City of Hot Springs, Arkan
sas, to be used as part of the non-Federal 
share of a cost-shared feasibility study of 
flood protection for the downtown area 
which contains a significant amount of Na
tional Park Service property and improve
ments: Provided further , That notwithstand
ing any other provision of law a single pro
curement for the construction of the Frank
lin Delano Roosevelt Memorial may be is
sued which includes the full scope of the 
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project: Provided further , That the solicita
tion and the contract shall contain the 
clause " availability of funds " found at 48 
CFR 52.323.18". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 24, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : In lieu of the 
matter stricken and inserted by said amend
ment insert " $4 ,377 ,000 to be derived from 
amounts made available under this head in 
Public Law 101- 512 as a grant for the restora
tion of the Keith Albee Theatre in Hunting
ton, West Virginia, and $1 ,844,000 to be de
rived from amounts made available under 
this head in Public Law 102-381 for a pedes
trian walkway and interpretive park (A 
Walk on the Mountain): Provided, That 
$2,000,000 for the Boston Public Library and 
$500,000 for the Penn Center shall be derived 
from the Historic Preservation Fund pursu
ant to 16 U.S.C. 470a: Provided further, That 
of the funds provided under this heading, not 
to exceed $350,000 shall be made available to 
the City of Hot Springs, Arkansas, to be used 
as part of the non-Federal share of cost
shared feasibility study of flood protection 
for the downtown area which contains a sig
nificant amount of National Park Service 
property and improvements: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law a single procurement for the construc
tion of the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Me
morial may be issued which includes the full 
scope of the Project: Provided further, That 
the solicitation and the contract shall con
tain the clause " availability of funds" found 
at 48 CFR 52.323.18: Provided further , that for 
the purpose of performing an environmental 
impact statement (EIS) on the Paseo del 
Norte alignment, the National Park Serv
ice 's proposed Calabacillas alternative road 
alignment, and any other alternative routes 
in association with the Petroglyph National 
Monument in Albuquerque , New Mexico 
$400,000 are to be allocated to the City of Al
buquerque to perform the EIS, only in the 
event that the City of Albuquerque and the 
National Park Service reach mutual agree
ment, within 75 days of the date of enact
ment of this Act, on the conditions that 
must be met for the study, such funds to be 
derived by transfer from balances available 
in the "Land acquisition and State assist
ance" account, National Park Service: Pro
vided further , That $1 ,500,000 for the New Eng
land Conservatory shall be derived from the 
Historic Preservation Fund pursuant to 16 
U.S .C. 470a upon designation as a National 
Historic Landmark". 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I think this one is particularly on
erous. I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding to me. 

This project includes a litany of 
pork-barrel projects, and I think any
body in this place who listens to this 
will agree with that. 

First of all, there is $4.377 million for 
the restoration of the Keith Albee The
ater in Huntington, WV. This funding 

was not requested by the President. It 
was not in the House or the Senate bill. 
It happens to be in the state of the 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will permit me to correct him, 
this is not a project that receives 
money. This is in fact a rescission; 
money is taken from the Keith Albee 
Theater. · 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. There is no 
money for this project? 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. We take 
money . away from this project and use 
it somewhere else. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. So this 
project is not an ongoing project. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the committee for rescinding 
basically this money that was put in 
past appropriation bills and being with
drawn. Some of the funds here are 
projects, the Boston Library which is 
an authorized project, the conservatory 
in Massachusetts which is subject to 
authorization. 

In other words, what is happening 
here, they are making up for some past 
mistakes that occurred. 

I want to commend the conference 
and the chairman especially for in fact 
subscribing to this particular policy in 
this instance. This is an amendment 
that actually pulls back that money 
which was improperly appropriated. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield further, 
I think what the gentleman just al
luded to was the previous amendment, 
to which I did not object. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I must tell 
the gentleman, I had a contrary opin
ion. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We are on 
amendment No. 24 now. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. That is what we are talk
ing about. It is No. 24. The money was 
rescinded. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No, no. He 
is talking about the Boston Library, 
which was in the previous amendment. 

Mr. YATES. It is in this one. The li
brary is in this amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, the library is in this. 
The gentleman previously discussed it, 
but it is in this amendment, and I 
thank the committee chairman for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will continue to 
yield, this $4.777 million the gentleman 
says has been stricken? 

Mr. YATES. Yes. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. There is 

$1.844 million for a walk on the Moun-

tain Park, a pedestrian walkway, In
terpretive Park in Tacoma, WA. This 
was not requested by the President. It 
was not in the House or in the Senate. 

Mr. YATES. This is an amount that 
is rescinded. It is not made available. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, we rescinded that 
money. That was rescinded as well. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman. 

0 1920 

The Boston Library, $2 million, that 
is in here; $500,000 for the Penn Center 
in South Carolina? 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON] is correct. Both of 
them are authorized. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Says in my 
notes that the funding was not re
quested by the President but was in the 
Senate bill. 

Mr. YATES. Well, the Boston Public 
Library funding was approved at the 
request of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] and, as I 
indicated to the gentleman a few mo
ments ago, the $2 million is a small 
amount of the total amount that is 
being raised from private sources. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. All right. I 
was talking about the Penn Center in 
South Carolina, the $500,000. 

Mr. YATES. The Penn Center in 
South Carolina is a very old historic 
center which used to house slaves, and 
it was requested by Senator HOLLINGS 
over in the Senate because it is an his
torical center in which the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. RAVENEL] is 
interested and the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. CLYBURN] is inter
ested. It is one of the projects which 
has particular importance to the Afri
can American population. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. What about 
the $350,000 for the non-Federal share 
of a cost-shared feasibility study for 
flood control in downtown Hot Springs, 
AR? That was not requested by the 
President but was in the Senate bill. Is 
that authorized? 

Mr. Yates. It is not authorized, but it 
is a project that needs repair because, 
without adequate flood protection, 
many valuable Park Service facilities 
in Hot Springs could be flooded and 
would require extensive future appro
priations to repair the flooding . This is 
in the nature of saving money by mak
ing repairs at this time so we will not 
have to make a much more extensive 
repairs in the future. 

These are historic projects, too. The 
baths in Hot Springs are authorized as 
historic projects. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. OK; how 
about $400,000 for--

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Does the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES] yield further? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. How about 

the $400,000 for a road through the 
Petroglyph National Monument in Al
buquerque, NM? It was not requested 
by the President, not in the House, nor 
the Senate bill. 

Mr. YATES. This was requested by 
Senator DOMENICI of New Mexico, and 
the reason for this is--

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. He wants it? 
Mr. YATES. Well, he points out that 

the city of Albuquerque is growing 
right up to that Petroglyph Monument, 
and this is requested by the city of Al
buquerque in order to expedite traffic 
through the area. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, fi
nally, Mr. Speaker, the $P/2 million for 
Jordan Hall at the New England Con
servatory. That was not requested by 
the President, nor in the House bill. 

Mr. YATES. That is subject to au
thorization. It is not authorized. The 
money is not made available in this 
bill until the conservatory is des
ignated a national landmark. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, most of the objections I had have 
been answered, so I will withdraw my 
reservation of objections. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk will designate the next 

amendment in disagreement. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Senate Amendment No. 27: Page 13, line 3, 

after " 1913" insert ": Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the National Park Service may hereafter re
cover all costs of providing necessary serv
ices associated with special use permits. 
such reimbursements to be credited to the 
appropriation current at that time". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 27, and concur therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES). 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate Amendment No. 38: Page 22, line 15, 
after "Act" insert " : Provided further, That 
of the amount appropriated under this head 
in Public Law 102-381, $250,000 for activities 
related to the Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act shall remain available until ex
pended''. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 38, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert 
the following ": Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated under this head in Pub
lic Law 102-381, any unobligated balance as 
of September 30, 1993 related to the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act shall remain 
available until expended and may be obli
gated under a grant to the Alaska Native 
Foundation for education, training, and 
technical assistance to Alaskan village cor
porations for reconveyance requirements". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore . The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate Amendment No. 39: Page 22, line 18, 
after " ties" insert ": Provided further, That 
not to exceed $84 ,808 ,000 of the funds in this 
Act shall be available for payments to tribes 
and tribal organizations for indirect costs as
sociated with contracts or grants or com
pacts authorized by the Indian Self-Deter
mination Act of 1975, as amended". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 39. and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert 
": Provided further, That not to exceed 
$91,223,000 of the funds in this Act shall be 
available for payments to tribes and tribal 
organizations for indirect cots associated 
with contracts or grants or compacts author
ized by the Indian Self-Determination Act of 
1975, as amended, for fiscal year 1994 and pre
vious years". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MOAKLEY). 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the conference report on the Interior 
appropriations bill, and the funding it contains 
for the preservation and restoration of the 
Boston Public Library and Jordan Hall of the 
New England Conservatory. I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] for 
including the funding this year. 

The rehabilitation of the Boston Public Li
brary is authorized under 16 U.S.C. 470A, 
which provides for the preservation and res
toration of national historic landmarks. The 
restoration and preservation work going on at 
the Boston Public Library is a joint effort that 
should involve the local, State, and Federal 

governments, as well as the private sector, 
just as the Historic Preservation Act envi
sioned. To date, the city and State govern
ments have already approved spending over 
$20 million on the library and a paramount 
local effort to raise private funds has been 
very successful. It is time for the Federal 
share to be allocated. 

The Boston Public Library has been, since 
1895, the cornerstone of Boston's and New 
England's cultural and social life. Designed by 
the legendary Charles McKim, the Boston 
Public Library is the largest in New England. 
For almost a century, the BPL has been the 
regional depository for U.S. Government docu
ments and patents, and houses the extensive 
and definitive collections of the papers of John 
and Abigail Adams. The library itself was 
founded in 1848 and has, since that date, 
served the city of Boston, the Commonwealth, 
and the Nation in a myriad of ways. Funds 
committed to preserve and enhance the li
brary's physical plant, interior collection of his
toric frescos, and irreplaceable historic data, 
will allow the library to continue to serve this 
generation and the generations to come. 

Mr. Speaker, Jordan Hall is another struc
ture that is in the same class as the Boston 
Public Library and will be authorized under the 
same preservation law. The $1.5 million ap
propriated here is made subject to Jordan Hall 
receiving national landmark status. The review 
for the designation is now underway and is ex
pected to be completed by March 31, 1994. 
Once the designation is made the money will 
be released. This money is urgently needed to 
keep the structure safe for public use. Like the 
library, the effort to raise private money 
through donations has been very successful. . 
Over $2.7 million is already in hand and the 
effort continues toward the goal of $8 million 
for complete rehabilitation. 

Mr. Speaker, Jordan Hall houses the New 
England Conservatory, the Nation's oldest 
continuing institution of higher learning de
voted to music. Since its construction in 1903, 
the conservatory's Jordan Hall has served as 
New England's premier performance hall and 
a living, thriving classroom, for instruction in 
music performance and education. Jordan Hall 
is known around the world for its excellent 
acoustics, for the legions of musical greats 
that have performed there, and for the con
servatory's track record of involvement in the 
city. It services Boston and the Common
wealth by hosting over 1 00 free concerts a 
year, offers free musical instruction to urban 
residents incapable of paying tuition, and has 
clearly merited its pending designation as a 
national historic landmark. 

Funds directed to the conservatory at Jor
dan Hall will allow for the first renovation effort 
there since 1932. Completion of this work will 
allow the conservatory to continue its rich his
tory of serving New Englanders and citizens of 
the world desirous of hearing great music and 
contributing their talents to the world's ever
expanding body of music. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to adopt the 
motion at hand so that the Federal Govern
ment can contribute its fair share to preserving 
these two magnificent buildings that play such 
a central, significant, and ongoing role in the 
cultural and historical life of New England and 
the Nation. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] . 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 41, 43, 49, 50, 51, 
67, 76, 82, 95, 101, and 111, be considered 
en bloc and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The texts of the various Senate 

amendments referred to in the unani
mous consent request are as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 41 : Page 22, line 18, 
after " ties' ' insert ": Provided further , That 
for the purpose of Indian Reservation road 
construction, all public Indian reservation 
roads (as defined in 23 U.S.C. 101), identified 
in the 1990 Bureau of Indian Affairs Juneau 
Area Transportation Study (and in any sub
sequent update of such Transportation 
Study) shall be included as BIA system ad
justed miles in the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
highway trust fund formula for distribution 
for fiscal year 1994: Provided further , That 
this provision shall expire upon implementa
tion by the Secretary of the Interior of a rel
ative needs based highway trust fund alloca
tion formula pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 202(d)". 

Senate amendment No. 43: Page 25 , line 13, 
after " 1994" insert ": Provided further , That 
any funds provided under this head or pre
viously provided for tribally-controlled com
munity colleges which are distributed prior 
to September 30, 1994, which have been or are 
being invested or administered in compli
ance with section 331 of the Higher Edu
cation Act shall be deemed to be in compli
ance for current and future purposes with 
Title III of the Tribally Controlled Commu
nity Colleges Assistance Act". 

Senate amendment No . 49: Page 30, line 6, 
after " 99-396," insert " or any subsequent leg
islation related to Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands covenant grant 
funding ,''. 

Senate amendment No. 50: Page 30, line 13, 
after " Foundation" insert ": Provided fur
ther , That the funds for the program of oper
ations and maintenance improvement are 
appropriated to institutionalize routine op
erations and maintenance of capital infra
structure in American Samoa, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of 
Palau, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, 
and the Federated States of Micronesia 
through assessments of long-range oper
ations and maintenance needs, improved ca
pability of local operations and maintenance 
institutions and agencies (including manage
ment and vocational education training), 
and project-specific maintenance (with terri
torial participation and cost sharing to be 
determined by the Secretary based on the in
dividual territory 's commitment to timely 
maintenance of its capital assets)". 

Senate amendment No. 51: Page 30, line 13, 
after " Foundation" insert ": Provided fur
ther, That any appropriation for disaster as
sistance under this head in this act or pre
vious appropriations acts may be used as 
non-Federal matching funds for the purpose 
of hazard mitigation grants provided pursu
ant to section 404 of Robert T . Stafford Dis-

aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5170c)". 

Senate amendment No. 67: Page 40, after 
line 23 insert: 

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY 

For necessary expenses of international 
forestry as authorized by Public Laws 101- 513 
and 101- 624, $6,996,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995. 

Senate amendment No. 76: Page 50, strike 
out all after line 22 over to and including 
line 2 on page 51, and insert: 

To the greatest extent possible, and in ac
cordance with the Final Amendment to the 
Shawnee National Forest Plan, none of the 
funds available in this Act shall be used for 
preparation of timber sales using 
clearcutting or other forms of even aged 
management in hardwood stands in the 
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois. 

Senate amendment No. 82: Page 52, after 
line 10 insert: 

The Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Forest Service, shall reimburse 
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva
tion Service for administrative costs in
curred under the Stewardship Incentive Pro
gram for the actual cost of services provided 
by the Agricultural Stabilization and Con
servation Service, except that the actual 
costs shall not exceed 10 percent of the total 
annual appropriation for the program. 

Senate amendment No. 95: Page 58, after 
line 20 insert: 

The thirty-day waiting period required 
under this head in Public Law 101- 512, De
partment of Energy Administrative Provi
sions, relating to a contract, agreement, or 
arrangement with a profit-making or non
profit entity to conduct activities at the De
partment of Energy 's research facilities at 
Bartlesville, Oklahoma, is hereby waived. 

Senate amendment No . 101: Page 62, line 
13, after " buildings" insert " and renovation 
of existing facilities". 

Senate amendment No . 111: Page 74 , line 2, 
after " 1995" insert ": Provided, That funds 
provided under this head in Public Law 102-
381 shall remain available until expended" . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreements to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 41, 43, 49, 50, 51 , 67, 
76, 82, 95, 101, and 111, and concur therein . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 42: Page 23, line 16, 
after " 1991" insert " : Provided further , That 
any reorganization proposal shall not be im
plemented until the Task Force has reviewed 
it and recommended its implementation to 
the Secretary and such proposal has been 
submitted to and approved by the Commit
tees on Appropriations, except that the Bu
reau may submit a reorganization proposal 
related only to management improvements, 
along with Task Force comments or rec
ommendations to the Committees on Appro-

priations for review and disposition by the 
Committees''. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 42, and concur therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to this package. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I wonder if I can discuss 
amendment No. 42. It provides that the 
review and approval of the reauthoriza
tion proposals by the task force on the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs reorganization 
be submitted to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

Mr. Speaker, we talked about this 
earlier, and the chairman pulled that 
out. It was put back in by the Senate. 
It does seem to me that the authoriz
ing committees are the appropriate 
place for this study to be returned. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman from Wyoming would permit 
me to intervene here, I am telling the 
gentleman that I agree completely 
with the gentleman, and I want to as
sure the gentleman that our committee 
will urge the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
to make its reorganization proposals 
available to the authorizing commit
tees as well. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate that and thank 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my objec
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No . 54: Page 32, after 
line 6, insert: 

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION FUND 

For expenses necessary to implement the 
President 's Forest Plan for " Jobs in the 
Woods" ecosystem restoration in Northern 
California, Washington, and Oregon, 
$7,000,000, to remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1995: Provided, That with the approval 
of the Secretary, such amounts as may be 
identified in implementation plans may be 
transferred to the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 54, and concur th.erein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 62: Page 39, after 
line 12, insert: 

SEC. 117. In implementing Section 1307 of 
Public Law 9tH87 (94 Stat. 2479), the Sec
retary shall deem the holder of entry permit 
LP-GLBA005-93 to be a person who, on or be
fore January 1, 1979, was engaged in ade
quately providing visitor services of the type 
authorized in said permit with Glacier Bay 
National Park. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 62, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Retain the 
matter inserted by said amendment, amend
ed as follows: 

In lieu of the first section number named 
in said amendment, insert " 114". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 69: Page 41 , line 8, 
strike out "$1,237,272,000" and insert 
"$1,300,153,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 69, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert the following: "$1,304,891,000, in
cluding not less than $55,552,000 for law en
forcement''. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Yates]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 71: Page 43, line 5, 
strike out " $237 ,423,000" and insert 
"$264,795,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 71, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: "$249,002,000, in
cluding road obliteration and watershed res
toration". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 72: Page 43, line 6, 
strike out " $96,495,000" and insert 
" $97 ,867 ,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 72, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: "$20,000,000, is for 
watershed restoration; $99,347 ,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the . gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 73: Page 43, line 8, 
strike out "$140,228,000" and insert 
"$166,928,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 73, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert " $129,655,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 74: Page 43, line 24, 
strike out " $56,700,000" and insert 
''$51 ,050,000',. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 74, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert "$64,250,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 75: Page 47, line 18, 
after " forest" insert ", and for timber sales 
preparation to replace sales lost to fire or 
other causes, and sales preparation to re
place sales inventory on the shelf for any na
tional forest to a level sufficient to maintain 
new sales· availability equal to a rolling five
year average of the total sales offerings, and 
for design, engineering, and supervision of 
construction of roads lost to fire or other 
causes associated with the timber sales pro
grams described above: Provided, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, 
monies received from the timber salvage 
sales program shall be considered as money 
received for purposes of computing and dis
tributing 25 per centum payments to local 
governments under 16 U.S.C. 500, as amend
ed". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 75, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert 
", and for timber sales preparation to replace 
sales lost to fire or other causes, and sales 
preparation to replace sales inventory on the 
shelf for any national forest to a level suffi
cient to maintain new sales availability 
equal to a rolling five-year average of the 
total sales offerings, and for design, engi
neering, and supervision of construction of 
roads lost to fire or other causes associated 
with the timber sales programs described 
above, and for watershed assessment activi
ties: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, monies received from 
the timber salvage sales program shall be 
considered as money received for purposes of 
computing and distributing 25 per centum 
payments to local governments under 16 
U.S.C. 500, as amended". 

The SPEAKER pro . tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 
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The motion was agreed to. 

0 1930 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
MFUME]. The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 77: Page 51, strike 
out lines 3 to 6 and insert "None of the funds 
made available in this Act shall be used for 
timber sale planning or scoping using 
clearcutting on the Ozark-St. Francis Na
tional Forest in Arkansas, except for sales 
that, in the discretion of the forest super
visor, are necessary as a result of natural 
disaster or a threat to forest health, or for 
maintaining or enhancing wildlife habitat, 
or habitat for endangered and threatened 
species, or for research purposes.". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 77, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert "None of the funds made avail
able in this Act shall be used for timber sale 
planning or scoping using clearcutting in the 
Ouachita and Ozark-St. Francis· National 
Forests in Arkansas, except for sales that 
are necessary as a result of natural disaster 
or a threat to forest health, or for maintain
ing or enhancing wildlife habitat, or habitat 
for Emdangered and threatened species, or for 
research purposes.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 81: Page 52, strike 
out lines 5 to 7. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 81, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken by said amendment, amend
ed to read as follows: 

"None of the funds available to the Forest 
Service in this Act shall be used to begin 
preparation of timber sales in fiscal year 1994 
using the scaling method: Provided, That this 
limitation shall not apply to timber salvage 
sales: Provided further, That thinning sales 
may be prepared using the scaling method if 
determined by the Regional Forester to be 
the most effective means of achieving a stat
ed environmental objective: Provided further, 
That this limitation shall not apply to sales 
prepared pursuant to existing timber con
tracts: Provided further, That any timber 
sales prepared during fiscal year 1994 which 

involve the use of the scaling method must 
be scaled by the Forest Service, or under 
contracts issued by the Forest Service and 
paid for using deposits by the timber pur
chaser. 

Total outlays by the Forest Service pursu
ant to the cooperative work trust funds ac
counts (12-8028-0-7-302) shall not exceed 
$279,668,000 in fiscal year 1994.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 84: Page 52, after 
line 10, insert: "Funds appropriated to the 
Forest Service shall be available for inter
actions with and providing technical assist
ance to rural communities for sustainable 
rural development purposes outside the 
boundaries of National Forest System 
lands.". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 84, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert: 
"Funds appropriated to the Forest Service 
shall be available for interactions with and 
providing technical assistance to rural com
munities for sustainable rural development 
purposes.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 90: Page 54, line 16, 
strike out [$18,810,000] and insert 
"$19,310,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 90, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert 
"$18,310,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 100: Page 62, line 4, 
after "facilities" insert ": Provided further, 
That of the funds provided herein, $500,000 is 
available to initiate planning and design for 
the replacement facility at Winnebago, Ne
braska upon approval of a program justifica
tion document by the Assistant Secretary 
for Health". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 100, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Retain the 
matter proposed by said amendment, amend
ed as follows: In lieu of the sum named in 
said amendment insert "$300,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 102: Page 63, line 
18, strike out all after "policy" down to and 
including "Appropriations" in line 24. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 102, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken by said amendment, amend
ed to read as follows: ": Provided further, 
That, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, funds previously or herein made 
available to a tribe or tribal organization 
through a contract, grant or agreement au
thorized by Title I of the Indian Self-Deter
mination and Education Assistance Act of 
1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 25 U.S.C. 450), may be 
deobligated and reobligated to a self-govern
ance funding agreement under Title III of 
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu
cation Assistance Act of 1975 and thereafter 
shall remain available to the tribe or tribal 
organization without fiscal year limitation". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 118: Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

"SEc. 315. The Forest Service and Bureau 
of land Management may offer for sale sal
vageable timber in the Pacific Northwest in 
fiscal year 1994: Provided, That for public 
lands known to contain the Northern spotted 
owl, such salvage sales may be offered as 
long as the offering of such sale will not 
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render the area unsuitable as habitat for the 
Northern spotted owl: Provided further , That 
timber salvage activity in spotted owl habi
tat is to be done in full compliance with all 
existing environmental and forest manage
ment laws. " . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 118, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : Retain the 
matter inserted by said amendment, amend
ed as follows: In lieu of the section number 
named in said amendment, insert " 314". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No . 120, Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

" SEc. 317. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to plan , prepare , or offer for sale 
timber from trees classified as giant sequoia 
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo
cated on National Forest System or Bureau 
of Land Management lands until an environ
mental assessment has been completed and 
the giant sequoia management implementa
tion plan is approved. In any event, timber 
harvest within the identified groves will be 
done only to enhance and perpetuate giant 
sequoia. There will be no harvesting of giant 
sequoia specimen trees. Removal of hazard, 
il}Sect, disease and fire killed giant sequoia 
other than specimen trees is permitted." . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 120, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : Retain the 
matter inserted by said amendment, amend
ed as follows : In lieu of the section number 
named in said amendment, insert. " 315" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 121 : Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

" SEC. 318. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act may be used to implement any 
increase in government housing rental rates 
in excess of 10 per centum more than". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 121 , and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : Retain the 
matter inserted by said amendment, amend
ed as follows; In lieu of the section number 
named in said amendment, insert " 316" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No . 123: Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

" SEc. 320. None of the funds made available 
by this or any other law may be used to re
vise part 4, 1780, or 4100 of title 43 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations in accordance with 
Part VI, Department of the Interior, Bureau 
of Land Management or part 222 of title 36 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations in accord
ance ·with Part V, Department of Agri
culture , Forest Service, of volume 58, num
ber 155, of the Federal Register, dated Au
gust 13, 1993, or to continue any action in
volving the proposed rulemaking contained 
in such Federal Register prior to October 1, 
1994.". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 123, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: 
SEC. 317. GRAZING. 

Title IV of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S .C. 1751 et 
seq .) is amended by adding the following new 
sections: 
"SEC. 405. GRAZING FEES. 

"(a ) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall annually establish grazing fees. 

" (b) PHASE-lN.- The grazing fee for the 
grazing years 1994, 1995, and 1996 shall be as 
follows: 

" (1) Grazing Fee for 1994=$2.39 per AUM 
" (2) Grazing Fee for 1995=$2.92 per AUM 
" (3) Grazing Fee for 1996=$3.45 per AUM 
"(c) CALCULATION.-Beginning in the graz

ing year 1997, the grazing fee per A UM shall 
be equal to a $3.45 base value multipled by 
t he forage value index computed annually 
from data supplied by the National Agricul
tural Statistics Service, in accordance with 
the following formula: 

" Grazing Fee Per AUM=$3.45 Forage Value 
Index 

" (d) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section-

"(1) the term 'Forage Value Index (FVI)' 
means the average estimate (weighted by 
AUMs) of the annual rental charge per AUM 
for pasturing cattle on private rangelands in 
the 17 contiguous Western States (Arizona , 
California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Mon-

tana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, North 
Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, 
Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming) di
vided by $8.67 (average for the years 1990, and 
1991, and 1992); and 

" (2) the term 'Animal Unit Month (AUM).! 
means the amount of forage necessary for 
the sustenance of 1 cow or its equivalent for 
a period of 1 month. 

" (e) INCREASES OR DECREASES.- Any annual 
increase or decrease in the grazing fee occur
ring after 1996 shall be limited to not more 
than 15 percent of the fee in the previous 
year. 

" (f) LANDS AFFECTED.-Fees shall be 
charged for livestock grazing upon or cross
ing the public lands and other lands adminis
tered by the Bureau of Land Management 
and the National Forest System lands in the 
17 contiguous Western States, excluding the 
National Forests in Texas, at a specified rate 
per animal unit month. 

" (g) GRAZING AFFECTED.-The full fee shall 
be charged for each paying animal unit 
which is defined as each animal 6 months of 
age or over at the time of entering the public 
lands, or National Forest System lands, for 
all weaned animals regardless of age, and for 
such animals as will become 12 months of 
age during the authorized period of use. No 
charge will be made for animals under 6 
months of age at the time of entering the 
public lands, or National Forest System 
lands, that are the natural progeny of ani
mals upon which fees are paid, provided they 
will not become 12 months of age during the 
authorized period of use , or for progeny born 
during that period. 
"SEC. 406. RANGELAND REFORM. 

" (a) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of the 
Interior shall promulgate regulations to es
tablish payment dates, late fee assessments, 
and service charges for the grazing fee estab
lished pursuant to section 405 of this Act and 
as provided for in section 4130.7-3 of title 43, 
Code of Federal Regulations . 

"(b) EXECUTIVE ORDER.-Executive Order 
No. 12548 (43 U.S .C. 1905 note) shall not apply 
to grazing fees established after the date of 
enactment of this section. 

" (c) PROPOSED DECISIONS AND APPEALS ON 
PERMITS OR LEASES.-The Secretary of the 
Interior shall issue regulations providing for 
decisions and appeals of final decisions on 
razing permits or leases. Such regulations 
shall provide the following: 

" (1) CHANGES IN LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES.-After consultation, reductions 
of permitted use or changes in livestock 
management practices necessary to protect 
rangeland ecosystem health shall be imple
mented through a documented agreement or 
by decision of the authorized officer. Deter
minations regarding the ecological health of 
ecosystems or the actions necessary to 
achieve heal thy ecosystems shall be based on 
the standards and guidelines promulgated 
pursuant to subsection (o). or monitoring, 
inventory, or other forage production data 
acceptable to the authorized officer. 

" (2) OTHER CHANGES.-When the authorized 
officer determines that the soil, vegetation, 
or other resources on the public lands re
quire protection because of conditions such 
as drought, fire, flood, or insect infestation, 
or when continued grazing use poses a sig
nificant risk of resource damage from these 
factors, after consultation with, or a reason
able attempt to consult with affected per
mittees or lessees, other interested parties , 
and the State having lands or responsible for 
managing resources within the area, the au
thorized officer shall close allotments or por
tions of allotments to grazing by any kind of 
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livestock, or modify authorized grazing use. 
Notices of closure and decisions requiring 
modification of authorized grazing use may 
be issued as final decisions effective upon is
suance or on the date specified in the deci
sion. Such decisions shall remain in effect 
pending the decision on appeal unless a stay 
is granted by the office of Hearings and Ap
peals. 

"(d) WATER RIGHTS.-Subject to valid 
water rights existing on the date of enact
ment, no water rights shall be obtained for 
grazing-related actions on public lands ex
cept in the name of the United States. 

"(e) SUBLEASING.-A leasing surcharge 
shall be added by the Secretary of the Inte
rior to the grazing fee billings for authorized 
leasing of base property to which public land 
grazing preference is attached or authorized 
grazing of livestock owned by persons other 
than the permittee or lessee. The surcharge 
shall be in addition to any other fees that 
may be charged for using public land forage. 
Surcharges shall be paid for grazing use cal
culated in accordance with the following : 

11(1) 20 percent of the grazing bill for the 
permitted grazing use that is attached to a 
leased base property by an approved transfer, 
or that was leased and attached to the base 
property of another party through an ap
proved transfer. 

"(2) 50 percent of the grazing bill for pas
turing livestock owned by persons other 
than the permittee or lessee under a grazing 
authorization. 

"(3) 70 percent of the grazing bill when 
base property is leased and a transfer has 
been approved and livestock owned by 
mesons other than the permittee or lessee 
are pastured under a grazing authorization. 

"(f) UNAUTHORIZED GRAZING USE.
" (1) VIOLATIONS.-
"(A) Violation of section 4140.1(b)(l) of title 

43, Code of Federal Regulations, constitutes 
unauthorized grazing use. 

"(B) The authorized officer shall determine 
whether a violation is nonwillful, willful, or 
repeated willful. 

"(C) Violators shall be liable in damages to 
the United States for the forage consumed 
by their livestock, for injury to public lands 
and other property of the United States 
caused by their unauthorized grazing use, 
and for expenses incurred in impoundment 
and disposal of their livestock, and may be 
subject to civil penalties or criminal sanc
tion for such unlawful acts. 

"(2) NOTICE AND ORDER TO REMOVE.-
"(A) Whenever a violation has been deter

mined to be nonwillful and incidental, and 
the owner of the unauthorized livestock is 
known, the authorized officer shall notify 
the alleged violator that a violation has been 
reported, that the violation must be cor
rected, and how it can be settled, based upon 
the discretion of the authorized officer. 

"(B) Whenever it appears that a violation 
exists and the owner of the unauthorized 
livestock is known, written notice of unau
thorized use and order to remove livestock 
by a specified date shall be served upon the 
alleged violator or the agent of record, or 
both, by certified mail or personal delivery. 
The written notice shall also allow a speci
fied time from receipt of notice for the al
leged violator to show that there has been no 
violation or to make settlement under para
graph (3). 

"(C) When neither the owner of the unau
thorized livestock nor his agent is known, 
the authorized officer may proceed to im
pound the livestock under paragraph (3). 

"(3) SETTLEMENT.-
"(A) The authorized officer shall determine 

whether the violation is nonwillful, willful, 

or repeated willful. Where violations are re
peated willful, the authorized officer shall 
take action under section 4170.1-1(b) of title 
43, Code of Federal Regulations. The amount 
due for settlement shall include the value of 
forage consumed as determined under sub
paragraph (B). Settlement for willful and re
peated willful violations shall also include 
the full value for all damages to the public 
lands and other property of the United 
States, and all reasonable expenses incurred 
by the United States in detecting, inves
tigating, resolving violations, and livestock 
impoundment costs. 

"(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
value of forage consumed shall be deter
mined as follows: 

"(i) For nonwillful violations, the value of 
forage consumed as determined by the aver
age monthly rate per AUM for pasturing 
livestock on privately owned land (excluding 
irrigated land) for the 17 Western States as 
published annually by the Department of Ag
riculture. The authorized officer may ap
prove nonmonetary settlement of unauthor
ized use when the authorized officer deter
mines that each of the following conditions 
are met: 

" (I) Evidence shows that the unauthorized 
use occurred through no fault of the live
stock operator. 

"(II) The forage use is insignificant. 
"(Ill) The public lands have not been dam

aged. 
"(IV) Nonmonetary settlement is in the 

best interests of the United States. 
" (ii) For willful violations, twice the value 

of forage consumed as determined in clause 
(i) of this paragraph. 

" (iii) For repeated willful violations, three 
times the value of the forage consumed .as 
determined in clause (i) of this paragraph. 

"(iv) Payment made under this paragraph 
does not relieve the alleged violator of any 
criminal liability under Federal or State 
law. 

"(v) Violators shall not be authorized to 
make grazing use on the public lands admin
istered by the Bureau of Land Management 
until any amount found to be due the United 
States under this section has been paid. The 
authorized officer may take action under 
section 4160.1-2 of title 43, Code of Federal 
Regulations, to cancel or suspend grazing au
thorizations or to deny approval of applica
tions for grazing use until such amounts 
have been paid. The proposed decision shall 
include a demand for payment. 

"(g) RESOURCE ADVISORY COUNCILS.-
"(1) One or more resource advisory coun

cils, as provided for in section 309, shall be 
established for the area within the jurisdic
tion of each Bureau of Land Management 
State Office to provide guidance on the man
agement of public lands and resources. 

"(2) The Secretary or a designee of the Sec
retary shall appoint not less than 10 nor 
more than 15 members to serve on each re
source advisory council. One appointee of 
each resource advisory council shall be an of
ficial elected to a position in State or local 
government serving the people of the area 
for which the council is established. 

"(3) A resource advisory council advises 
the Bureau of Land Management official to 
whom it reports regarding multiple use plans 
and programs for public lands and resources 
within its area. 

"(4) A resource advisory council and its 
subcommittees shall meet at the call of the 
designated Federal officer and elect their 
own officers. The designated Federal officer 
shall attend all meetings of the council and 
its subcommittees. 

"(5) Administrative support for a resource 
advisory council and its subcommittees shall 
be provided by the office of the designated 
Federal officer. 

"(h) RANGE IMPROVEMENT FUND.-
"(1) With respect to public lands, in addi

tion to range developments accomplished 
through other resources management funds, 
authorized range improvement may be se
cured through the use of the appropriated 
range improvement fund provided for by sec
tion 401 of this Act. One-half of the available 
funds shall be expended in the State and dis
trict from which they were derived. The re
maining one-half of the fund shall be allo
cated, on a priority basis, by the Secretary 
or designee for on-the-ground ecosystem re
habilitation, protection and improvement. 

"(2) All appropriated funds for range im
provement are to be used for cost-effective 
investment in improvements that benefit all 
rangeland resources, including riparian area 
rehabilitation, improvement, and protection, 
fish and wildlife habitat improvement or 
protection, soil and water resource improve
ment, wild horse and burro habitat manage
ment facilities, vegetation improvement and 
management and livestock grazing manage
ment. The funds may be used for activities 
including the planning, design, layout, modi
fication, and monitoring and evaluating the 
effectiveness of specific range improvement 
projects. 

"(3) During the planning of the range de
velopment or range improvement programs, 
authorized officers shall consult affected per
mittees, lessees, and other interested par
ties. 

"(i) RANGE IMPROVEMENT OWNERSHIP.-
"(1) With respect to public lands, any per

mittee or lessee may apply for a range im
provement permit to install, use, maintain, 
or modify range improvements that are 
needed to achieve management objectives 
within his or her designated allotment. The 
permittee or lessee shall agree to provide 
full funding for construction, installation, 
modification, or maintenance. Such range 
improvement permit may be issued at the 
discretion of the authorized officer. 

"(2) The permittee or lessee may hold the 
title to all temporary range improvements 
authorized as livestock handling facilities 
such as corrals and dipping vats and tem
porary, readily removable improvements 
such as troughs for hauled water. The au
thorization for permanent water develop
ments. such as spring developments, well, 
reservoirs, stock tanks, and pipelines, shall 
be through cooperative range improvement 
agreement to protect the public interest for 
multiple use of rangeland ecosystems. The 
United States shall assert its claims and ex
ercise its rights to water developed on public 
lands to benefit the public lands and re
sources thereon. 

"(3) Where a permittee or lessee cannot 
make use of the forage available for live
stock and an application for nonuse has been 
denied or the opportunity to make use of the 
available forage is requested by the author
ized officer, the permittee or lessee shall co
operate with the temporary authorized use 
of forage by another operator, when it is au
thorized by the authorized officer following 
consultation with the preference permittee 
or lessee. 

"(4) A permittee or lessee shall be reason
ably compensated for the use and mainte
nance of improvements and facilities by the 
operator who has an authorization for tem
porary grazing use. 

"(5) The authorized officer may mediate 
disputes about reasonable compensation and, 
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following consultation with the interested 
parties, make a determination concerning 
the fair and reasonable share of operation 
and maintenance expenses and compensation 
for use of improvements and facilities. 

" (6) Where a settlement cannot be reached, 
the authorized officer shall issue a tem
porary grazing authorization including ap
propriate terms and conditions and the re
quirement to compensate the preference per
mittee or lessee for the fair share of oper
ation and maintenance as determined by the 
authorized officer under subpart 4160 of title 
43, Code of Federal Regulations. 

" (j) MANDATORY QUALIFICATIONS.-
" (1) Except as provided in sections 4110.1-1, 

4130.3, and 4130.4-3 of title 43, Code of Federal 
Regulations, to qualify for a grazing permit 
or lease on the public lands an applicant 
must own or control land or water base prop
erty, and must be-

" (A) a citizen of the United States or have 
properly filed a valid declaration of inten
tion to become a citizen or a valid petition 
for naturalization; 

" (B) a group or association authorized to 
conduct business in the State in which the 
grazing use is sought, all members of which 
are qualified under subparagraph (A); or 

" (C) a corporation authorized to conduct 
business in the State in which the grazing 
use is sought. 

" (2) Any applicant who currently holds or 
has previously held a Federal grazing permit 
or lease, either directly or indirectly. must 
be determined by the authorized officer to 
have a satisfactory record of performance. 

" (3) The applicant and any affiliate must 
at the time of permit or lease issuance be de
termined by the authorized officer to be in 
substantial compliance with the terms and 
conditions of any Federal or State grazing 
permit or lease presently held and with the 
rules and regulations applicable to those per
mits and leases. The authorized officer may 
take into consideration circumstances be
yond the control of the applicant or affiliate 
in determining whether the applicant and af
filiate, if any, are in compliance with exist
ing permit or lease terms and conditions and 
applicable rules and regulations. 

" (4) Any applicant or affiliate who has had 
any Federal or State grazing permit or lease 
canceled for violation of the permit or lease 
within the 36 calendar months immediately 
preceding the date of application shall be 
deemed to have an unsatisfactory perform
ance record. 

" (5) In determining whether affiliation ex
ists, the authorized officer shall consider all 
appropriate factors. including, but not lim
ited to, common ownership, common man
agement, identity of interests among family 
members, and contractual relationships. 

"(6) Applicants shall submit an application 
and any other information requested by the 
authorized officer in order to determine that 
all qualifications have been met. 

"(k) SUSPENDED NONUSE.-The Secretary 
shall promulgate regulations to remove ref
erences in existing regulations to long-term 
suspended nonuse. 

"(1) PROHIBITED ACTS.- The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations which would make 
violations of the Wild Horse and Burro Act, 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.), and other Federal or State laws 
concerning conservation, protection of natu
ral or cultural resources, and protection of 
environmental quality prohibited acts. Upon 
the expiration of appeal or review periods 
following a conviction for violation or an ad
ministrative finding of violation of these 
laws the authorized officer may consider 

cancellation or suspension of permits and 
leases when the violation occurred on public 
land or is found to be related to authorized 
grazing of public land. 

" (m) RANGE lMPROVEMENTS.-Subject to 
valid rights existing on the date of enact
ment of this section, all rights to permanent 
improvements ·contained on or in public 
lands are vested in the United States. 

" (n) .CONSERVATION NONUSE.- The Sec
retary shall promulgate regulations to au
thorize persons or entities owning or con
trolling base property which is capable of 
serving as a base for livestock use of public 
lands to apply for up to 10 consecutive years 
of conservation use of a permit or lease, and 
up to 3 consecutive years of temporary 
nonuse. 

"(0) STANDARDS.-The Secretary of the In
terior shall develop standards and guidelines 
that establish minimum conditions for the 
protection of rangeland ecological health. 
These standards and guidelines shall be pro
mulgated pursuant to the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969, and chapter 5 of 
title 5, United States Code, to the extent 

. each i's applicable. Permits and leases shall 
incorporate applicable standards and guide
lines to ensure the proper management of 
public rangelands. These standards shall pro
vide for-

" (1) the restoration and protection of ri
parian values, such as healthy wildlife and 
fish habitat and diverse vegetation; 

" (2) compliance with the Clean Water Act 
(33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.); 

" (3) compliance with the Endangered Spe
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); and 

"(4) restoration, maintenance, and im
provement of ecosystem health, such as di
versity, resilience, and sustainability.". 
SEC. 318. USE OF FUNDS. 

Except as provided by this Act, none of the 
funds made available to the Secretary of the 
Interior by this Act may be used to imple
ment any grazing reform program, including 
a grazing fee increase, unless Congress has 
approved such program or fee increase. Noth
ing in this section shall prohibit the Sec
retary from promulgating regulations, modi
fying existing regulations, or taking other 
actions, as necessary, to implement the pro
visions of sections 405 and 406 of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 as 
added by this Act. 
SEC. 319. REPEAL. 

Section 403 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1753) is re
pealed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the motion. Pursuant to clause 1(b) 
of rule XXVIII, I request one-third of 
the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Ohio opposed to the 
motion? If not, the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. YATES] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. REGULA] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PACKARD] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

The Speaker, this is the grazing fee 
amendment which has already been 
discussed very thoroughly during the 

debate on the rule. I think it is a good 
proposal. The House will recall that 
the House-passed bill did not contain 
any provision respecting grazing fees. 
The Senate, on the other hand, had at
tempted to stop Secretary Babbitt 
from taking any action with respect to 
increasing grazing fees and making 
other changes, and it passed a morato
rium which prohibited the Secretary 
from taking any action. 

Mr. Speaker, we met in conference on 
the Senate provision, and, as a result 
of the conference, an agreement was 
reached containing a number of meas
ures respecting the operation of the 
grazing program, and which increased 
grazing fees over a 3-year period to 
$3.45. 

Mr. Speaker, we think this is a fair 
provision. We think it is one that is ac
ceptable to the Members of the House 
who mandated the committee to come 
to some resolution with the Senate on 
grazing fees. We acted in accordance 
with the mandate of the House. We now 
ask the House to approve my motion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just again point 
out that what the subcommittee did is 
restrain the Secretary. If this fails, the 
result will be no language, no fee, and 
we will go back to the Secretary's pro
posal, which would increase the fee in a 
3-year period to $4.28 per animal unit 
month. 

Mr. Speaker, our bill restricts it to 
$3.45 per animal unit month. In other 
words, we are about $1 less than the 
Secretary's proposal. Likewise, we only 
allow a 15-percent increase or decrease 
in any 1 year. The Secretary allows 25 
percent. So the fee proposal in here is 
modest compared to what the Sec
retary has proposed. 

Mr. Speaker, if this were to be de
feated, the result would be that we 
would end up with no language, and, 
therefore, the Secretary's proposal. So 
I think that those opposed to the graz
ing fee ought to weigh the fact that 
this is a better arrangement for the 
permittees than would be the case if we 
were to defeat it. 

Second, the Secretary's proposal on 
the rules and regulations are more se
vere, substantially more severe, than 
those that we have proposed to place in 
the law. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I think it is not 
in the interest of the permittees to 
allow the Secretary's proposal, which 
would be the result ultimately of a no 
vote. 

Last, I would point out once again 
that the standards, the requirements, 
are similar to what we have in the For
est Service. The Forest Service has 
those standards already. We had them 
for the BLM prior to 1982. So all this 
does is establish a uniform standard of 
requirements for the permittees so 
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that everybody is . treated the same, 
whether they are on Forest Service 
land or whether they are on BLM land. 
Certainly, it is only fair that permit
tees should play by the same rules, as 
long as they are on public lands. This 
simply establishes the uniform stand
ard. 

So I think it is a policy that is fair to 
the taxpayers of these United States, 
fair to the grazers, and certainly more 
modest than that proposed by the Sec
retary of Interior. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
·myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, deep inside this con
ference report are 17 pages of unauthor
ized new legislation that would make 
new law if this passes. There have been 
no hearings, no review, no public com
ment, no congressional oversight. This 
would be new law, and it was agreed 
upon only in the conference commit
tee. 

Mr. Speaker, this particular proposal 
of $3.45, none of us really have any 
complaint about the fee increase. The 
real concern, as expressed by several of 
my colleagues, many of whom wish to 
speak to this issue tonight, is that 
there are regulations and land reform 
in the bill that have not been dis
cussed, have not been approved nor au
thorized, and that is where the com
plaint really is. 

D 1940 
We made proposals in the conference 

committee that would agree to the 
$3.45 over a more extended period of 
time but also would put a hold on the 
reform measures, the land reform 
measures, until we were able to have 
hearings and have authorizations. That 
is all we are asking for, is that we re
consider those land reform measures. 

Mr. Speaker, I have several Members 
that would like to speak to the issue, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne
vada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH], who is a mem
ber of the Committee on Appropria
tions. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. I rise in strong opposition to the 
amendment of the House to the Senate 
amendment regarding the grazing man
agement program on the public lands. 
The agreement reached by the con
ferees is yet another example of what 
all our constituents tell us is wrong 
with Congress-deals are struck in 
smoke-filled rooms with no public 
input that lead to burdensome man
dates and serious infringement upon 
our rights as citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say to my col
leagues that the amendment in ques-

tion would codify 19 pages of text with
out one legislative hearing in either 
body. This alone is reason enough to 
sink this deal, but wait, there is more. 
This so-called compromise is anything 
but. In return for a fee increase just 83 
cents less than that which the adminis
tration seeks the Federal Government 
would gain complete control over 
water rights and privately constructed 
range improvements. What a deal! I 
guess this means the price of granting 
Federal dominance over what has al
ways been a State function-the adju
dication of water rights-is just 83 
cents per animal unit month. 

Mr. Speaker, the dealmakers on this 
amendment are not from the arid 
States where water is so precious, save 
for one, and I must admit Senator REID 
is from my own State of Nevada. I can
not understand how he sincerely be
lieves this deal is the best the West can 
get, but I can tell you the ranchers in 
my State are not in the least bit satis
fied. And its not only ranchers who are 
worried. Plenty of other public lands 
users ask "Just how broad-reaching are 
these water provisions, in particular?" 

No one seems to know, of course, be
cause no testimony has been sought 
from the public or the executive 
branch. The Secretary's public meet
ings in the West early last summer 
were scoping sessions only. No lan
guage was forthcoming then. As soon 
as the administration put it's views 
into print a firestorm of protest ig
nited. But, westerners were led to be
lieve an orderly rulemaking process of 
a year's duration or more would ensue 
and their comments to draft rules 
would be considered. 

Not anymore, if this amendment be
comes law. A few shrewd politicians 
found a way around the messy business 
of actually having to digest public 
comment and analyze impacts before 
assaulting a longstanding policy. Just 
amend a conference report without any 
hearing. No comments and no testi
mony to concern them. And better 
still, we can pass this because it's a 
spending bill. Members will not vote 
against it because it might imperil 
their pork-barrel projects. 

Mr. Speaker, I am one who will. And 
let me remind my colleagues, I do 
serve on the Appropriations Commit
tee. But, the grazing policy back-room 
deal is too odious for me to hold my 
nose and vote for this conference re
port. I ask that this amendment in 
technical disagreement be defeated. 
Send our conferees back to negotiate a 
provision that does not sell out the 
states' rights to administer water re
sources within their borders. Let them 
negotiate a compromise that doesn't 
take away the ownership of fences, 
windmills, stock-watering tanks, and 
such built with private funds-not Fed
eral money. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a "no" vote. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Does the gentleman from Col-

orado [Mr. SKAGGS] seek to control the 
time of the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on National Parks, For
ests and Public Lands. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this language. The House, 
over the last decade, and the Senate 
have been deadlocked in an effort to 
try and deal with the grazing fee and 
policy matter. Of course, I think that 
Secretary Babbitt, this year, appeared 
in the West in five different meetings, 
met extensively, heard from thousands 
of witnesses, which parallels the expe
rience that the House committees have 
had in terms of numerous hearings 
over the years. Unfortunately, sending 
bills to the Senate has not resulted in 
action. 

I would remind my colleagues that if 
the Senate or others want to engage in 
authorizing or final different policy 
changes in this, all they have to do is 
begin to act and pass bills to the House 
to be considered. But repeatedly, they 
have not done that. They have refused 
to act. 

Some of my colleagues were happy 
with that particular circumstance. In 
fact, they voted for and wanted and 
would have accepted the moratorium 
that the Senate had tried to foist upon 
the House here during this consider
ation of the appropriations bill. This 
was not the form that I sought to de
bate this nor that the appropriators in 
our House sought to debate or to con
sider this policy issue. This is some
thing that was put upon us by the 
other body. 

We tried to make the best we could 
out of the situation. I want to com
mend Senator REID. He was a tough ne
gotiator, along with others in the Sen
ate and individuals that wanted to re
solve this problem. And the fact is that 
this does not go as far as I would like 
to go in terms of $3.45 in 3 years, when 
we have almost all the prices charged 
by the State lands are higher, public 
lands in almost every one of the West
ern States. Certainly, the private land 
costs are much higher. 

As far as the policies are concerned 
in this initiative, they parallel what 
the situation has been in the Forest 
Service throughout the 1980's. These 
are not a radical departure. They deny 
or take nobody's property rights or im
provements. It is a case here where if 
you are the landlord, you do not simply 
give away the house on the basis that 
somebody has painted the room. You 
do not give away the water rights that 
belong to the National Government 
and the national lands. You do not give 
away the property. 

That is exactly what the case has 
been with regard to the Forest Service. 
That is exactly what the case was prior 
to 1982, when Secretary Watt changed 
that policy. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Yates 

motion regarding grazing fees and range man
agement, and ask unanimous consent to re
vise and extend my remarks. 

The provisions adopted by the conference 
committee deal with the important issue of 
management of the public rangelands, includ
ing the fees that the taxpayers receive from 
ranchers who exercise· the privilege of grazing 
livestock on those rangelands. 

Clearly, these provisions are legislative in 
nature. Other matter being equal, such provi
sions should not be included in an appropria
tions measure. 

But when it comes to the issue of grazing 
policy and fees, other things are not equal. 
This is an unusual case, a case of protracted 
deadlock between the House and the Senate 
that seemingly can be resolved in no other 
way. 

As all Members are aware, Mr. Speaker, the 
House has been trying for a number of years, 
in fact for over a decade to resolve this issue 
of grazing fees and range management. In 
past years, the House twice has addressed 
grazing fees and range reforms as part of bills 
to reauthorize appropriations for the Bureau of 
Land Management. Those authorization bills 
originated in the authorizing committee of ju
risdiction, which is the Committee on Natural 
Resources. The Senate did not act on either 
of those bills, and they have shown no readi
ness to act on any authorization bill that would 
address grazing fees or range reform. 

And, this year, it was not the House that in
troduced this subject into an appropriations 
bill. As it passed the House, this Interior ap
propriation bill did not include any provisions 
related to grazing fees or range management. 

But, when the bill got to the Senate, a range 
management amendment was added-an 
amendment to prevent the administration from 
acting on the subject administratively, which 
the administration undoubtedly has the author
ity to do. 

That Senate amendment was described as 
a "moratorium" on grazing fees. But in reality 
it was just more of the same, more of the 
gridlock that had frustrated every attempt at 
range reform for year after year after year. 

The House rejected that "moratorium", Mr. 
Speaker. By a vote of 314 to 1 09, the House 
voted to end the gridlock, and to let the proc
ess of range reform go forward. 

If that were all, Mr. Speaker, if the "morato
rium" were dropped and nothing else included 
in this bill, that would be an acceptable out
come, because the administration could go 
forward with its plan for range reform. 

That administration plan is sound. It is both 
fair to ranchers and good for the environment. 
It combines overdue protection for rangeland 
resources with recognition of the need for eco
nomic stability in the rural west. 

However, after the House's rejection of the 
Senate's moratorium, there were discussions 
to see if an agreement could be reached that 
would resolve this issue now, without waiting 
for the administration's plan to go into effect. 

In particular, our former colleague from Ne
vada, now the senior Senator from Nevada, 
Senator REID, acted to try to develop a com
promise. After lengthy discussions, a com
promise was reached, one which was adopted 
by the conference committee and which is 
now before the House. 

In my opinion, this grazing compromise is 
acceptable. 

I do not think it is as complete or as bal
anced as the administration's range reform 
plan, and it provides for grazing fees that 
would be far lower than those approved by the 
House in the past. 

But, overall, it is acceptable because it 
would combine a necessary minimum level of 
range reform with a highly desirable degree of 
certainty for everyone. Ranchers will know 
what their fees will be, and what the rules will 
be. The taxpayers will realize a more equitable 
return, even if not the full fair market value, for 
their forge. And the land managers will have 
the necessary mandate for better manage
ment of these public rangelands that belong to 
all the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I will vote for the grazing provi
sions, and I am confident that the House will 
give them overwhelming support. 

I am hopeful that the Senate will approve 
the grazing provisions as well. 

But, Mr. Speaker, members of the other 
body should understand that if this com
promise is not adopted, the administration's 
plan should, can and will go forward. 

The time for reform on the range has come. 
Reform may come under this compromise 
plan, or under the administration's plan. But 
either way, it is coming. 

Mr. Speaker, for too long previous adminis
trations have paid lip service to the need to 
improve management of the national range
lands, while allowing continued mismanage
ment. The Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management in the past have developed 
policies-on paper-that rightly stressed the 
need to take better care of sensitive riparian 
areas, restore and improve wildlife habitat, 
and balance grazing and other consumptive 
uses of the public lands with other uses. But 
the agencies have not been able to implement 
those plans on the ground, because the policy 
in practice has favored mining and grazing 
rather than a balanced approach. Grazing fees 
have been only a part of that pattern. 

The Reagan-era grazing fee formula was 
specifically designed to artificially depress 
grazing fees. As shown by GAO's calculations, 
it accomplished its purpose; in constant dollars 
the 1991 western Federal grazing fee had de
creased by 15 percent over the last 1 0 years 
while private grazing prices had increased by 
17 percent-and since 1991, the Federal fee, 
incredibly, has gone down. 

The Clinton administration's plan would re
place that sweetheart deal with a market
based-but still low-priced-standard based 
on data from thousands of actual grazing op
erations throughout the West. 

The compromise included in this conference 
report would increase fees less than the ad
ministration has proposed, and would restrict 
any future increases more severely. 

Under the administration's proposal, fees 
would rise to $4.28 per aum in 1996, and then 
would be set according to a formula with a 
base value of $3.96 per aum. The com
promise would raise the 1996 fee to $3.45, 
and thereafter would establish fees through a 
formula with the same base value-$3.45 per 
aum. 

In the "Out Years," the administration's pro
posal would provide for increases or de-

creases-based on the formula-of up to 25 
percent annually, while the compromise in the 
conference report would limit annual increases 
or decreases to 15 percent of the preceding 
year's fee. 

The claims that the administration's grazing 
fees proposal was arbitrary are simply wrong. 
So are claims that either the administration's 
proposed new fees or the new fees provided 
for by the compromise would be above the 
market value. 

In fact, even if the administration's plan 
takes full effect, the American people would 
get less for public range forage than most pri
vate landowners receive, and the national 
Government would be charging less than 
many western States now charge for grazing 
on their State lands. 

Of course, the compromise adopted by the 
conference committee would establish even 
lower fees than the administration's proposal. 

More important, this grazing compromise 
like the administration's plan-would reverse 
many of the worst excesses of the last 12 
years, and bring an end to the James Watt 
era of grazing management, 

I strongly support the planned development 
of environmental standards and guidelines that 
will apply to grazing management and that will 
help the agencies give needed priority to im
provement of riparian areas, the recovery of 
threatened or endangered species-and pre
vent other species from becoming threatened 
or endangered-limit overlong grazing sea
sons, minimize the risks of pesticide use, and 
maintain or restore water quality. These are 
things that will benefit not just the range envi
ronment but grazing permittees, too-both 
today and tomorrow. 

Requiring grazing permittees to comply with 
environmental laws to hold their permits is 
good government. This, too, should have been 
done long ago. 

The compromise would replace the present 
grazing advisory boards, which lack a statu
tory basis, with the kind of true multiple-use 
advisory councils envisioned and provided for 
by the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976, or "FLPMA", which is BLM's or
ganic act. This also is something long over
due. 

Unlike the advisory councils mandated by 
law, the current grazing boards represent only 
one user group-grazers. They have been the 
embodiment of the excessive political influ
ence that this single, myopic user group has 
too often been able to exert over decisions 
about public rangeland management. 

It is high time that piecemeal "privatization" 
of public waters was ended. This is another 
important part of the compromise as well as 
the administration plan's-one that does not 
affect any existing water rights of anybody, but 
that will prevent future giveaways. 

Finally, the compromise, like the administra
tion's plan addresses subleasing-a fancy 
word for profiteering at the expense of the tax
payers. 

We should also recognize that both the 
compromise and the administration's plan are 
based on the authority provided under current 
law. Thus, there are some matters that neither 
the compromise nor the administration plan in
cludes-reforms that would require new law, 
such a change in the allocation of grazing fee 
receipts. 



25604 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 20, 1993 
Mr. Speaker, the Congress should either ap

prove the compromise adopted by the con
ference or should allow the administration to 
go forward to implement its sound proposals. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Unfortunately, tonight 11 Western 
States in the West are sentenced to a 
crime they did not commit. The idea 
that somehow livestock grazing on 
public lands deprives other uses is sim
ply wrong. The facts are that public 
lands are improving. Notice by the big 
game improvements, whether it be elk 
or deer or antelope. So the livestock 
producer is being sentenced to death 
tonight with this huge increase in graz
ing fees, along with the so-called 
rangeland reform program, codified 
into law without a hearing, without 
even one hearing in this Chamber or 
the Senate, which condemns livestock 
operators across the West. 

I call that unfair sentencing. I say to 
my colleagues that this so-called com
promise was not a compromise at all. 
We in the West support a reasonable in
crease in fees. 

I serve on the Committee on Natural 
Resources and the Committee on Agri
culture. We have been listening to 
these issues for years. There has never 
been a bill offered or passed by either 
committee that I s.erve on. Why is 
that? Because it was unreasonable, the 
requests that came forward through 
the authorizing committees. 

This eliminates the authorizing com
mittees of the House and Senate. Why 
should we have a Congress? We have a 
Secretary of the Interior and a Presi
dent who do whatever they wish to the 
West. 

If I were going to eliminate the West, 
do Members know what I would do? I 
would eliminate 75 percent of the tim
ber harvest in the Northwest to start 
with. We have already done that. I 
would pass a grazing fee that elimi
nates grazing on public lands. We will 
do that tonight. 

Then I would eliminate mining on 
public lands. I would turn the West 
into the great wilderness area that 
some of my colleagues want. 

I suggest to my colleagues, if they 
have any compassion for those who live 
in an area that they do not know 
about, if they have any compassion for 
those who are managing the resources 
properly, then they will vote against 
this bill. I ask them to do that tonight. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The Chair wishes to advise 
Members designated to control debate 
time that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PACKARD] has 12 minutes re-

maining, and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] has 17 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. SKAGGS] has 16 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the mo
tion. We have talked about it a great 
deal, of course, not only tonight but in 
previous times. 

Let me say that basically I am op
posed to this evening's action based on 
procedures, two procedures. One of 
them is the procedure followed by the 
Secretary of the Interior when he put 
together his so-called reform of the 
rangelands. He came out to the West. 
He had several hearings, and he 
brought in ranch people. Many ranch 
people appeared. Many of them made 
statements. 

Unfortunately, the memo that was in 
the hands of the Secretary before the 
hearings ever started was exactly what 
he imposed after the hearings were 
over. This was certainly not what he 
heard. This procedure was a sham. This 
procedure was not out there to listen 
or to hear, it was an exercise in trying 
to appear on the scene and not listen
ing to what was heard. 

The other, of course, is the procedure 
here in the Congress, where we do have 
rules. We have rules to do these kinds 
of things, not on the appropriations but 
through the authorization. We are not 
doing that. We are ignoring that. We 
are saying, "That is what we ought to 
do," except when it suits us, and then 
we say, "It is OK, we need to do it, we 
will rise above principle and go ahead 
and fix it." That is wrong. That is 
wrong. 

There is a great deal of impact here 
in the West. We talk about jobs and we 
talk about the economy. We spend a lot 
of time figuring out how we are going 
to fix that, how we are going to take 
care of communi ties, keep people off 
the welfare rolls. 

This kind of thing, coupled with tim
ber, coupled with a moratorium on oil 
and gas, coupled with increased costs 
of reclamation water, coupled with 
these regulations, coupled with the de
mise of the Wool Act, this is a hard, 
hard, hard lesson for the West, the mi
nority of us in the West. 

I understand, if Members do not live 
there, they just do not care a lot, but 
we care. We care a lot about people 
who are trying to make a living on the 
ranch, trying to make a living on the 
range, not rich people, just families 
who have lived there forever, utilizing 
the lands that are left. These are not 
reserved lands, withdrawn lands, these 
are the lands that are residual and de
pend upon the deeded lands for the 
water and winter feed for wildlife. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not talking about 
the fee, I am talking about the regula-

tions, which I think will have a great 
impact. I would urge Members to con
sider sending this back to the commit
tee; stick with the fee, if they have to, 
but put the rules through the author
ization process, have some hearings, let 
the folks be heard. I urge Members to 
oppose the motion. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER], chairman of the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would hope that we would 
support the motion and go forward 
with the bill as reported by the Com
mittee on Appropriations, and cer
tainly with respect to grazing fees, 
that we would recognize that we in fact 
do have a compromise here, a com
promise that was hammered out over 
many, many days and many weeks. 

We of the authorizing committee, we 
did not choose this forum. We did not 
choose this fight. We have tried in the 
past, over the past decade, to address 
the issues of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, the reform of that agency, 
the changes in that agency to bring it 
into modern times, to bring it into cur
rent thinking. We have been resisted at 
every step. 

We have passed legislation that has 
addressed many of the issues that we 
address here tonight, only to find it re
ceived as a dead letter on the door of 
the Senate, never to be taken up; a 
pledge that it would never be taken up; 
Time and time again we have tried 
that. Through the efforts of the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR], 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], 
and others who are fed up with what 
has happened to the taxpayers in this 
program, we have constantly addressed 
the fees within the appropriation bill, 
recognizing the difficulty of legislating 
on an appropriation. 

We have continued that process over 
the last several years. The House has 
voted time and again for a much higher 
fee than this fee, and for other issues 
dealing with the BLM. This year the 
Senate, when the Secretary of the Inte
rior started through an orderly proc
ess, a public process, after he had trav
eled to the grazing States of the West, 
met with the cattlemen's associations, 
met with the ranchers, met with farm
ers, met with the community, came 
back and proposed a series of rules to 
change the management of the BLM. It 
was a public process, asking for com
ments. 

The Senate immediately has done the 
same thing that it did for 10 years. It 
put a rider on appropriations, saying 
that he could expend no money to go 
forward in that process. He could not 
even read the comments of the gentle
men's constituents who wanted to tell 
him what they thought was good, bad, 
or otherwise about what he was propos
ing. They put that prohibition on. 

This House would not accept it, and 
this House voted on a bipartisan basis, 
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314 of us, to reject that. That is why 
now we have dealt, with the help of the 
Committee on Appropriations, we have 
dealt with the legislation, because it is 
very clear that we will not get a hear
ing in the Senate. They are planning to 
engage in a filibuster. · 

That is their proposal, to address 
grazing reform, to address our concerns 
for the stewardship of the lands, to ad
dress our concerns for the taxpayers of 
this country who have been subsidizing 
this program. Their answer is gridlock 
and a filibuster. That is not good 
enough. 

Tonight we put an end to that. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would advise all Members to re
frain from characterizations of the 
other body. 

Mr. MILLER of California. This is 
going to be hard. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair understands. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, because of the efforts of this 
committee, not choosing to authorize, 
but the fact that we were provided no 
other forum, and even in these negotia
tions Senator REID invited the Repub
lican Senators, the western Senators, 
to participate. Some of them did, and 
some of them opted out, because they 
preferred gridlock. That is not fair to 
the taxpayers. 

This fee increase will not even pay 
the cost of the program for maybe the 
next 4 or 5 years. We cannot even get 
back the cost of this program with this 
increase. I am not happy with it. I am 
sure the Secretary of the Interior is 
not happy with this, but this is, in fact, 
a compromise. 

In 3 years, they are going to take this 
up to $3.45. This House has voted over
whelmingly to go to $8, recognizing the 
outrage, the insult against the tax
payers of this program. 

Mr. Speaker, I was out in Colorado a 
few weeks ago talking to ranchers who 
farm 5,000, 6,000, 7,000 acres of their own 
land and graze on 10,000 or 12,000 acres 
of BLM land. I asked them about the 
Secretary's figure. They said they did 
not like it. Yes; they could possibly 
live with it. They did not like it. They 
could live with it. 

That is what is really going on 
around here. We owe it to our constitu
ents, in terms of the stewardship of the 
land and the care for the Treasury and 
the taxpayers, to vote for the commit
tee position. It has been 10 years in the 
making and it is long overdue. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this con
ference report. For many years, this House 
has supported substantial reform of the graz
ing program, only to be rebuffed time and 
again by the Senate and by the past adminis
trations. In fact, under those prior administra
tions, the grazing fee actually was reduced, 
and the property rights of the United States 
were compromised through regulatory actions 
that were unauthorized by Congress and 
never subjected to public hearings. 

Finally, we have an Interior S.ecretary who 
intends to enforce the law and utilize his ad
ministrative powers on behalf of consumers 
and taxpayers rather than on behalf of a very 
small number of people who really seek the 
subsidized and exclusive use of tens of mil
lions of acres of public lands. 

Now, personally, I have no quarrel with Sec
retary Babbitt's proceeding with his administra
tive reform of the program: the $4.28 per AUM 
fee, as well as his broad management im
provements. This is well within his authority. It 
ought to have been done years ago, as the 
House voted. 

But I am prepared to stand by the com
promise I have negotiated with Senator HARRY 
REID, along with my colleagues BRUCE VENTO 
and MIKE SYNAR, because that compromise 
retains the essence of the reform plan, and 
because it would provide certainty to the 
ranchers arid to the taxpayers who both have. 
so much at stake. 

But what I will not stand for, and what this 
House must vigorously resist, is the siren call 
of the western Senators who insist on more 
delay, more equivocation, more half-hearted 
proposals that are really the dying gasps of an 
outdated and very expensive public land use 
scheme. 

I know that some Senators are threatening 
a filibuster against this conference report be
cause of the grazing reform. They claim they 
are prepared to delay passage of this bill, hold 
up the funding for dozens of programs that are 
very important to everyone in this body-my
self included-because they want to protect 
the grazing goodies enjoyed by a few of their 
constituents. 

Well, Senators, the House of Representa
tives is fed up with your filibusters, your 
gridlock, and your ultimatums. Filibuster if you 
choose, but do so at your peril. Because if this 
compromise is filibustered, here is what you 
will get in its place: the full boat, the complete 
Babbitt reform package; the very reforms that 
Senator REID and others have labored val
iantly to modify for the benefit of the grazing 
community. 

Mr. Speaker, I don't like playing parliamen
tary games. I think the House and the Senate 
should have a chance to vote this compromise 
up or down. It was developed by strong advo
cates for the ranchers and strong advocates 
for taxpayers and the environment. We have 
had over 300 studies, reports, hearings, and 
analyses of the shortcomings of the grazing 
program. Those who request more in lieu of 
action are not being constructive and are not 
helping to resolve this problem. 

My hat goes off to Senator REID. I have 
known and respected him since his service 
here in the House. He has consistently dem
onstrated the kind of political courage and in
tegrity with which the Congress in general 
could prosper by emulating. If anyone doubts 
the courage it took a Senator from Nevada to 
take the lead in this effort, review the sordid 
rhetoric of the conference committee to see 
how his opponents mischaracterize him. 

tt is important that the membership of the 
House understand that the facts are being se- · 
verely misrepresented by those who want to 
kill this compromise. Taking a page from re
cent House actions, those opponents are pre
tending that the grazing reform plan would 

interfere with property rights and water rights. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. The 
conference report clearly leaves in place all 
water rights and improvements granted to pri
vate parties during the pendency of existing 
rules. 

Nor can we give any credibility to the argu
ment that Secretary Babbitt should not have 
moved ahead with his reforms. On the fee, let 
us recall, the House has voted for a fee nearly 
twice that proposed by the Secretary. And the 
$3.45 compromise· to be reached in 1996 
would not even cover the current cost of ad
ministering the program. Moreover, those 
same people who today criticize the Secretary 
for his action offered no opposition when, a 
decade ago, Secretary James Watt not only 
took sweeping administrative action without 
any hearings, but in doing so gave away tens 
of millions of dollars in public resources and 
rights. 

I also reject the notion that anyone was ex
cluded from the effort to reach this com
promise plan. Everyone knew discussions 
were underway. Those who chose to remain 
out of the process until the very last minute 
have only themselves to blame. They wanted 
to be excluded so they could throw rocks at 
the good work done by HARRY REID and the 
rest of us. The last thing they wanted was to 
be in that room, constructively working to re
form the grazing program. 

In a world of unparalleled political upheaval, 
in which leaders have taken stands that cost 
them their jobs and even their lives, can the 
U.S. Senate confront one great challenge and 
agree to reform the subsidized grazing pro
gram. It is comical and absurd that the Senate 
of the United States could become gridlocked 
over the question of raising grazing fees on 
lands that produce just 2 percent of beef cat
tle. 

Members of the House, we are nearing the 
end of this great debate over the management 
of public grazing lands, and I know that every 
member of the House will sigh with relief, be
cause it has gone on .entirely too long. The 
House cannot walk away from this process. 
We cannot allow the Senate-and a minority 
of the Senate at that-to dictate whether we 
can act on reforms that clearly have the sup
port of a majority of House and Senate mem
berships, and the support of the Interior De
partment and the White House, as well. 

I would hope that, after reviewing the Reid 
plan, the Babbitt draft, and the legislative op
tions, thoughtful Senators will allow the full 
Senate to vote, up or down, on the Reid plan, 
just as we will do in the House. 

The choice is $4.28 or $3.45. The choice is 
national interest or special interest. The choice 
is gridlock or doing the job we are sent here 
and paid to do: make decisions. 
Mr~ REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I will go ahead while 

the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PACKARD] may have another speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just again em
phasize, these are public lands. They 
are owned by all of the people of the 
United States. We do :o.ot do anything 
in here that affects the private lands. 
Therefore, it is only fair that we have 
some conditions. 
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I would also point out, Mr. Speaker, 

that we grandfather the people who 
have existing facilities that they have 
put on these public lands. They are 
protected. This would only apply to fu
ture improvements and water rights. 
Permittees would understand what the 
rules are going in, in case they want to 
lease these lands. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] pointed out, 
let me say to my colleagues, we spend 
$70 million taking care of these lands. 
We collect $27 million in grazing fees. 
Even with this increase, we will not 
come close to collecting in fees what 
we spend on management of the lands. 

Mr. Speaker, I concede that in man
aging the lands, we enhance the range 
for wildlife , and there are other bene
fits. 
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But, nevertheless, we are not even 

breaking even, and all we are saying in 
this is let us manage these lands in a 
way that is fair to everybody con
cerned, and I think this achieves that 
objective. 

Mr. Speaker. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time. 

You know we often say that we are a 
government of laws rather than of 
men. Today evidently we are going to 
abandon that premise and become a 
government where powerful people are 
above the laws and the rules. 

The issue here, in my opinion, is not 
the grazing fee issue. I have voted on 
both sides of that issue, depending 
upon the circumstances and what the 
moneys are. But I will tell you, I think 
that there are some real concerns here 
about the 16 pages of sweeping changes 
to grazing management policy that are 
contained in an appropriations bill. We 
are also talking about changing prop
erty rights issues. 

Some of us on the authorizing com
mittees, including some of the chair
men on the authorizing committees 
who are directly concerned with some 
of these issues have said that never 
should we have the appropriators mov
ing in this kind of a direction of doing 
the authorizing in appropriations bills. 
And yet here is not just a minor viola
tion, this is not just a small little item 
that they carved out, but here is a 
major, 16-page change in the entire pol
icy that we are going to adopt as a part 
of an appropriations bill. This may be 
something in technical disagreement, 
but when you violate the rules in the 
way we are doing it here, it seems to 
me that what we do is call into ques
tion the entire process. 

What we have here is nongermane 
legislation on an appropriations bill 
with language that was never subject 

to any congressional hearing. This is 
not just that the appropriators have 
decided to go out and put legislative 
language in the bill. There were not 
even any hearings held on this ap
proach, and so we do not have any 
record to tell what Congress heard in 
order to adopt this particular policy. 

One would think that this legislation 
put in an appropriations bill would 
cause an objection from the authoriz
ing committees. But the problem is 
that we are dealing here with an 
amendment in disagreement, and the 
authorizing committees feel somewhat 
powerless in all of this. 

It is clear then that the only time 
that we follow the House rules are 
when the power elite need them for 
what they want to do, and need them 
for a particular desire or result. But 
when they are not needed, they get eas
ily discarded. And what is happening 
here tonight is that we are seeing the 
rules of this House, and the processes 
under which we are supposed to pro
ceed ignored. 

If the House rules mean anything. 
and specifically if the germaneness 
rule is to have any credibility, this 
waiver should never have been granted. 
We should not be considering this kind 
of legislation on the floor. But, like 
clockwork, when it comes to the needs 
of driving something through the proc
ess, the problem is that we tend to 
make a mockery of our own rules. 

Had we followed the rules of the 
House, this issue would not even be be
fore us. We should have followed the 
rules of the House. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
simply say that this proposal came to 
us after an all night session where the 
gentleman from Nevada, who was 
asked to negotiate the agreement, 
called in .to negotiate that agreement 
only those who were supporting the ad
ministration's position of lifting the 
fees significantly and imposing the 
land use reforms upon the conference. 
No one from the Western States that 
represented the ranchers was invited 
into ·that conference process, and no 
one who represented the views that we 
have heard from tonight that oppose 
this amendment were represented 
there. 

So I am convinced that we could go 
back and negotiate a better settlement 
agreement. But that is not the issue 
tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] to 
close the debate. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, you have heard the de
bate, and you have heard it over and 
over again. 

I think the question before the House 
is first are we going to legislate by ex
ecutive fiat. In case we pass this .pro
gram, that is the true story. 

I thought this was a deliberative 
body. the finest in the world, and yet 
we have not been called upon to delib
erate on this issue. We have been over
run. 

Many of the Members on this side 
have written to the Rules Committee 
and to the Appropriations Committee 
especially, saying do not authorize on 
appropriation bills. And that is what is 
happening tonight. 

Now for the effect. We have a study 
from Oregon State University which 
indicates that one-third of the 31,000 
family ranchers are out of business 
with a $3.45 fee, plus the other range
land programs offered, codified in this 
legislation. That is punishment with
out realization of fault. 

I ask those Members who have any 
compassion about the West to use their 
influence to vote against this program 
simply because it is wrong. The idea, 
for instance, that we spend $73 million 
for rangeland management and live
stock do not pay it all, of course they 
do not. If we eliminated the livestock 
from the rangeland management we 
would still spend $50 million per year 
for the other concerns of the range and 
the wildlife. So do not be caught up in 
this idea that the livestock industry is 
not supporting this program and every 
other program. and do not get caught 
up in the idea that we are decimating 
the land in the West, because we are 
not. 

This is a key issue of existence for 
the West. I ask Members to vote 
against it. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, just to keep the record 
straight, these 16 pages of rules did not 
come out of nowhere. These are the 
Forest Service rules. They have been in 
place for a long time. They are iden
tical to what the Forest Service uses 
for the lands that they lease for graz
ing, so this has been part of the public 
policy. 

The BLM rules prior to 1982 were the 
same as what we are proposing here. 
The reason that they were changed is 
because Secretary Watt, by executive 
fiat, changed the rules to eliminate 
these requirements. We are simply 
going back to what was in place prior 
to 1982, and that are consistent with 
the Forest Service. And I think that is 
a very reasonable approach as a policy 
matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. SYNAR] to close the debate. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I am kind 
of a little bit melancholy tonight as we 
begin what I think will be the last de
bate on this issue of grazing in the ca
reer of most of us. I want to start to
night by giving a few accolades, par
ticularly to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MILLER] and the gentleman 
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from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], who both 
have been very sincere in the negotia
tions over the last couple of weeks that 
have brought us to this point today. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] for his out
standing service, not only to this par
ticular cause, but to the entire cause of 
the Department of the Interior over 
the years, and in some ways apologize 
for having tied up his bill for many 
years on this very vital issue. 

But I want to say the greatest praise 
to a gentleman that I think really 
brings us to this point tonight, and 
that is the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
REGULA], my friend and colleague. 
There is probably not a gentleman that 
I have more respect for in this institu
tion than that g~ntleman. It has been 
his sincere tenaciousness as well as 
persuasive factual presentation of the 
case that has made it possible for us to 
finally conclude after 14 years an issue 
which should have been concluded 
many years ago. You are a fine gen
tleman. You are a tribute to the insti
tution, and I am honored and privi
leged to serve with you tonight and all 
of the days that you serve ahead. 

What I would like to do is to try to 
address the two very serious assertions 
and complaints voiced tonight as we 
end this debate. We have long aban
doned the debate on the merits and the 
facts of the issue, and we really come 
down to two major complaints. 

The first is that lihis conference re
port is an attack on private property 
rights. You know, I find it interesting 
that that particular complaint was a 
complaint that the grazers made as 
early as 1906 when they first made that 
allegation, when we first imposed fees 
on Federal lands. And it was in 1911, 
1911 that the U.S. bupreme Court ruled 
that the grazers 'Here wrong then, and 
have been wrong ever since, and that 
grazing permits do not confer any pri
vate property rights. 
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The second major objection to the ac

tion tonight, as posed by those who do 
not want to complete this task, is that 
this conference report changes the re
lationship between the Federal Govern
ment and the West without adequate 
public input and without one single 
public hearing. 

Well, ladies and gentlemen, I am here 
to tell you that that is completely 
false. The facts are that this depart
ment, under the leadership of Bruce 
Babbitt, held not one, not two, but five 
public hearings in the West on this im
portant issue during this year. 

Second, the administration has re
ceived over 30,000 comments on the 
range reform bill of 1994, and they have 
been running 2-to-1 in favor of that re
port. 

Third, these reforms are not new. 
They simply return us to the manage
ment of the BLM lands the way they 

were before Secretary Watt unilater
a.lly changed the grazing management 
in the 1980's. 

Fourth, for those who think we have 
never discussed it, I remind them of 
the hearings that my subcommittee, 
which I chaired, held in 1985 on this 
very issue that documented the prob
lems with our grazing throughout the 
West. It is from that conference report 
that the Range Reform Act of 1994 was 
written and that we have studied this 
issue almost to a point of ad nauseam. 

Finally, need I remind my colleagues 
that we have debated this very issue 
not once but every year since 1976 on 
this floor of the House. 

You know, in the 14 years that we 
have debated this issue, there have 
been very simple facts that have been 
undisputed even as we end this debate 
tonight. 

Fact No. 1 is that the power elite, as 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] would call them, the tax
payers of this country, have lost more 
than a billion dollars during the decade 
of the 1980's subsidizing 2 percent of the 
cattle industry. And the second fact 
which is undeniable, as much as 60 per
cent of the public rangelands through
out our country will continue to be in 
fair or poor condition well into the 
next century. 

Tonight we turn the page of history, 
ending an era of gridlock and con
frontation and opening a new age of bi
partisan cooperation for public land 
and for budget reform. 

I encourage my colleagues to stay 
the course. Let us complete the task. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the mo
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 317, nays 
106, not voting 10, as following: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 

[Roll No . 525] 
YEA8-317 

Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 

Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 

Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (ILl 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 

Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Ins lee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
.Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knoll en berg 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHu!!'h 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
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Pickle 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sen sen brenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 
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Allard Fields (TX) Mica 
Armey Gallegly Michel 
Bachus (AL) Geren Moorhead 
Baker (CA) Gilchrest Myers 
Baker (LA) Gingrich Orton 
Ballenger Goodling Packard 
Barcia Grams Pastor 
Barrett (NE) Hall (TX) Peterson (MN) 
Bartlett Hancock Pombo 
Barton Hansen Pomeroy 
Bentley Hayes Quillen 
Boehner Hefley Roberts 
Bonilla Herger Rogers 
Brewster Houghton Sarpalius 
Bunning Huffington Schaefer 
Burton Hunter Schiff 
Buyer Hutchinson Skeen 
Callahan lnhofe Smith (MI) 
Calvert Johnson (SD) Smith (OR) 
Camp Johnson, Sam Smith (TX) 
Collins (GA) Kingston Stenholm 
Combest Kolbe Stump 
Cox Kopetski Sundquist 
Crane Kyl Talent 
Crapo LaRocco Tauzin 
Cunningham Lehman Taylor (NC) 
DeLay Lewis (CA) Thomas (CA) 
Dooley Lewis (FL) Thomas (WY) 
Doolittle Lightfoot Vucanovich 
Dornan Linder Walker 
Dreier Livingston Williams 
Dunn Manzullo Wolf 
Edwards (TX) McCandless Young (AK) 
Emerson McCollum Zeliff 
English (AZ) Mcinnis 
Everett McKeon 

NOT VOTING---10 
Bateman McDade Whitten 
Ford (TN) Murphy Wilson 
Hall (OH) Oxley 
Hastert Washington 

0 2032 

Mr. SARPALIUS and Mr. PASTOR 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, and 
GREENWOOD, 

and DUNCAN 
from "nay" to 

Messrs. ISTOOK, 
BROOKS, TANNER, 
changed their vote 
"yea." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 124: Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

SEC. 321. FOREST SERVICE SEPARATION 
PAY.- (a) In order to avoid or minimize the 
need for involuntary separations, effective 
for the period beginning upon the date of en
actment of this Act through and including 
September 30, 1994, the Secretary of Agri
culture, under such regulations and subject 
to such conditions as the Secretary of Agri
culture may prescribe , shall have authority 
to offer separation pay to employees of the 
Forest Service to the same extent the Sec
retary of Defense is authorized to offer sepa
ration pay to employees of a defense agency 
in section 5597 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) In the event that an authority is en
acted to offer separation incentive similar to 
such section 5597 of title 5, United States 
Code, but applicable to employees in the ex
ecutive branch generally, the authority 
under subsection (a) shall terminate . 

(c) Such payments may be made to em
ployees who agree, during a continuous 90 

day period designated by the agency head, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
beginning no earlier than the date of enact- yATES] proposes changes in existing 
ment of this Act and ending no later than law as written and is within the juris
September 30, 1994, to separate from service diction of the Committee on Post Of
with the agency, whether by retirement or fice and Civil Service. So the chairman 
resignation. 

(d) An employee who has received a vol- of that committee, the gentleman from 
untary separation incentive under this sec- Missouri [Mr. CLAY] is then recognized 
tion and accepts employment with the Gov- to offer a preferential motion which 
ernment of the United States within 2 years the Clerk will report by title. 
of the date of the separation on which pay- The Clerk reread the preferential mo-
ment of the incentive is based shall be re- tion. 
quired to repay the entire amount of the in- The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
centive to the agency that paid the incen- tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will 
tive. 

(e) Total outlays by the Forest Service be recognized for 30 minutes and the 
pursuant to the cooperative work trust funds gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
accounts (12-8028-0-7- 302) shall not exceed will be recognized for 30 minutes. 
$279,668,000 in fiscal year 1994. Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES Self SUCh time as I may COnsume. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 

motion. support this motion to protect the pre-
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rogatives of the authorizing commit-

Clerk will designate the motion. tees. On October 1, the administration 
The text of the motion is as follows: submitted proposed legislation to es
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede tablish voluntary separation incentives 

from its disagreement to the amendment of on a Governmentwide basis. On Octo
the Senate numbered 124, and concur therein ber 5, I introduced H.R. 3218, the Fed
with an amendment, as follows: eral Workforce Restructuring Act, by 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said request. That legislation has been re-
amendment, insert: ferred to the Committee on Post Office 

"SEC. 320. FOREST SERVICE SEPARATION and Civil Service. Legislative hearings 
PAY.-(a) In order to avoid or minimize the were conducted on H.R. 3218 by the 
need for involuntary separations, effective Subcommittee on the Civil Service and 
for the period beginning upon the date of en-
actment of this Act through and including the Subcommittee on Compensation 
September 30, 1994, the Secretary of Agri- and Employee Benefits on October 13 · 
culture, under such regulations and subject and October 19. The Subcommittee on 
to such conditions as the Secretary of Agri- the Civil Service marked up H.R. 3218 
culture may prescribe, shall have authority today and the Subcommittee on Com
to offer separation pay to employees of the pensation and Employee Benefits will 
Forest Service to. the sam~ extent the Sec- mark up the bill tomorrow. The full 
ret~ry of Defense 1s authonzed to offer sepa- ~ Committee on Post Office and Civil 
rat10n pay to employees of a defense agency . . . . 
in section 5597 of title 5 United states Code. Service IS scheduled to consider this 

"(b) In the event that an authority is en- legislation next Wednesday-and it is 
acted to offer separation pay or a voluntary my intention to bring this legislation 
separation incentive similar to such section before the House as expeditiously as 
5597 of title 5, United States Code, but appli- possible. Similar legislation is pending 
cable to employees in the executive branch in the Senate and has already been the 
generally, _the authority under subsection (a) subject of hearings. 
shall termmate. In our consideration of H.R. 3218 we 

"(c) Such payments may be made to em- . .' . 
ployees who agree , during a continuous 90 hav~ worked clo~ely With the a~mli~Is-
day period designated by the agency head, trat10n. At hearmgs on the legislatiOn 
beginning no earlier than the date of enact- we have heard from representatives of 
ment of this Act and ending no later than the Office of Management and Budget, 
September 30, 1994, to separate from service the Office of Personnel Management, 
with the agency, whether by retirement or the Department of Defense, the Depart
re~ignation. . ment of Energy, the Treasury Depart-

(d) An empl?ye~ who ~as received .a vol- ment and the Department of Housing 
untary separat10n mcent1ve under th1s sec- ' .. 
tion and accepts employment with the Gov- and Urban_ Development. In additiOn, 
ernment of the United states within 2 years my committee has heard from rep
of the date of the separation on which pay- resentatives of all classes of Federal 
ment of the incentive is based shall be re- employees, from rank and file workers 
quired to repay the entire amount of the in- to the senior executive service. While 
centive to the agency that paid the incen- operating on a very quick time sched-
tive." ule, my committee is nevertheless in-

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CLAY tent on producing a program that Will 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo- truly serve the needs of the American 

tion. people. We are seeking to ensure that 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. agencies will realistically appraise 

MFUME). The Clerk will report the mo- their future needs and not just their 
tion. immediate budget imperatives. The re-

The Clerk read as follows: duction of the Federal work force must 
Pursuant to clause 2(b)(2) of rule XXVIII, be targeted to take into account undue 

Mr. CLAY moves to insist on disagreement to layers of management, the goals of the 
Senate amendment numbered 124. programs administered by the agen

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The cies, the needs of the agencies' clients, 
Chair finds that the motion offered by and their long-term goals. Finally, my 
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committee is developing a uniform pol
icy that will apply to all executive 
agencies that do not have retirement 
incentive authority, including the For
est Service. 

In their version of the Interior appro
priations bill, the Senate incorporated 
a provision authorizing the Forest 
Service to offer separation bonuses to 
its employees. At the same time that 
my committee is considering com
prehensive legislation on this very sub
ject, the conferees are now asking this 
body to legislate on an appropriations 
bill and authorize the use of separation 
bonuses by the Forest Service. I am 
asking the House to adopt my motion 
and reject that language. 

By contrast to H.R. 3218, no one from 
the Office of Management and Budget 
or the Office of Personnel Management 
has ever consulted with my committee 
regarding the Senate provision the con
ferees are asking the House to adopt. 
Indeed, no one from either the Agri
culture Department or even the Forest 
Service ever sought to consult with my 
committee regarding this provision 
until I raised objections to the manner 
of its consideration. It is contended 
that the Forest Service has a pressing 
need, but that need is no greater than 
that of many other agencies in the 
Government, including other agencies 
of the Agriculture Department. Rather, 
at the insistence of the other body, we 
are being asked to adopt authorizing 
legislation that has never been consid
ered by an appropriate authorizing 
committee, that singles out one agency 
for special treatment regardless of the 
treatment accorded other agencies, and 
that may or may not achieve appro
priate ends. If the provision we are 
being asked by the conferees to adopt 
addresses a problem, it is a problem for 
which a more appropriate solution is 
imminently pending. 

We have an established committee 
structure to ensure that the legislation 
enacted by Congress is fully considered 
before it becomes law. On this issue, in 
particular, it is appropriate that we in
sist that regular procedures are com
plied with. I am not simply objecting 
to the fact that the Appropriations 
Committee is seeking to legislate on a 
subject within the jurisdiction of the 
Post Office and Civil Service Commit
tee. In this case, they are seeking to 
legislate on a subject on which my 
committee is already actively en
gaged-on which we have worked close
ly with the administration-and on 
which we will very shortly be bringing 
to the floor a comprehensive legisla
tive proposal. The issue is not whether 
the Forest Service needs to downsize, 
nor even whether or not they should 
have buy-out authority. H.R. 3218 con
fers such authority to the Forest Serv
ice as well as other Government agen
cies. Rather, the issue is whether or 
not the authorizing committees of the 
House are to be able to develop rea-

soned legislation within the jurisdic
tion that has been granted them by the 
rules of the House. The issue is wheth
er or not the Members of both sides of 
the aisle are to be able to influence the 
development of that legislation. The 
issue is whether or not the full House 
will be able to consider such legislative 
proposals in an orderly process that 
permits the Members of this body to 
work their will. I urge the adoption of 
the motion. 

0 2040 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, as the distinguished 

gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] 
knows, he and I had a conversation be
fore I went to conference in which I 
told the gentleman that I would do my 

· best to sustain his objection to the pro
vision in the Senate bill. And I did 
that, Mr. Speaker. I worked very hard 
with the Senate in conference, telling 
them what I faced; that I was under an 
imprimatur from the House, a mandate 
not to accept legislation in my appro
priation bill. I pointed out the rule 
that the House,had adopted earlier this 
year that if legislation were adopted, it 
would call for a separate vote. 

We discussed this with the Senate, 
back and forth, literally for days. It ap
pears that President Clinton's Pacific 
Northwest forest plan will result in the 
Forest Service having to reduce an es
timated 1,500 positions related to the 
timber sales program in 1994. The For
est Service estimates that this, due to 
RIF's and resignations, would cost $116 
million. I want to point out that the 
early-out authority in this bill which I 
finally agreed to would save $26 million 
from that amount. 

Second, I want to point out that I in
sisted upon protecting the rights of the 
legislative committee, of protecting 
the rights of the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CLAY], by inserting a provi
sion in the bill that would give prece
dence to any bill that the gentleman's 
committee passed that was enacted 
into law. The gentleman can proceed in 
an orderly fashion, as he says he 
should. He can pass the bill, as they are 
ready to do. The Senate can pass its 
version of the bill, as it is ready to do. 
At such time as that bill becomes law, 
it supersedes what we did in the con
ference report. 

Mr. Speaker, the only effect that will 
result from the action of the conferees 
is that we will have saved $26 million 
by our action at this particular time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] that I 
am sorry that I had to yield to the Sen
ate. The ways of conferences are like 
that. The gentleman has been in con
ferences himself. He knows that occa
sionally you have to accept a Senate 
provision in order to get a bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that the 
House would sustain the committee 
and vote "no" on the motion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to point out 
it is not a partisan issue. This was 
something that was urged upon us by 
the Members of the Senate from both 
parties in the Northwest because they 
were concerned about what happens to 
these people as we downsize the Forest 
Service because of the policy of the 
President and the spotted owl issue. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that it is 
a matter of compassion for the individ
uals involved that there ought to be 
some form of separation. Private indus
try does this all the time when they 
have to separate people. It will save an 
estimated $25 million by not RIFing 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, I can understand the 
position of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
I hope they get a bill. We clearly pro
vide that in the event of a bill, all of 
these arrangements drop out and the 
procedure goes forward under the 
terms of any bill that comes out of the 
authorizing committee. 

Mr. Speaker, so we at least will get 
all of the facts out on this. They are 
contained in the report. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY]. There is no reason for us to be 
dealing with this issue in an appropria
tions measure. This is a clear case of 
an authorization in an appropriations 
bill. 

The Senate has to stop putting legis
lation in appropriations measures. It is 
often done in conference agreements. 
In last year's conference agreement on 
the VA, HUD, and independent agen
cies bill, the Senate took $400 million 
from VA housing programs. 

Now on this provision, the Post Of
fice ~nd Civil Service Committee, 
chaired by the Gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CLAY], is addressing this 
very issue in his Committee next week. 
The gentleman from Missouri and his 
committee members are the experts on 
this subject matter. It is their business 
to report legislation on this topic, and 
they are in the process of doing their 
job. Let us support the House Rules 
and the role of the authorizing com
mittees. The Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee handles this issue 
which it is well-qualified to do. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
Chairman CLAY's motion. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. MYERS]. 
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Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 

I thank my colleague and chairman for 
yielding. I have to decide which hat I 
am going to wear tonight. I have been 
wearing most of the time the appro
priations hat. I know the predicament 
we find ourselves in tonight. But par
ticularly tonight it is not an urgency 
which we often find in appropriations, 
where we must authorize because 
something is going to happen if we do 
not that is detrimental to the program. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand the Forest 
Service needs more people, not less 
people. But because of the recent idea 
about reinventing government, we are 
going to have to strike some people 
here. I am not sure what the con
sequences are. But what concerns me, 
unlike many times when the Commit
tee on Appropriations must put author
ization in, there is legislation pending 
now before the committee that the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] is 

· chairman of. Something will be done 
later this year, I am quite certain. The 
precedence we establish here, if we 
start providing early-outs for these 
people, what precedence do we provide 
for the legislation we are going to 
come back with, maybe hopefully in 
the next 30 to 60 days? 

So, Mr. Speaker, I must say that 
even though I am a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations and also 
the ranking Republican on this com
mittee, I must side with my Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, be
cause we are setting a precedent here 
that I think will be dangerous with 
this type of legislation as to what we 
will have to do in the future. So I 
would hope that Members would know 
it is not the responsibility of the 
House; this was a Senate-added amend
ment here to this committee. I hope 
Members will wait and give at least the 
authorizing committee here, who has 
jurisdictional responsibility, who has 
already started legislation, we are hav
ing hearings, we are going to do every
thing we can, I would hope we would 
wait and give this committee an oppor
tunity to function. 

0 2050 
I hope we will support our chairman 

of the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of the motion offered 
by Chairman Clay, that the House in
sist on its disagreement to Senate 
amendment 124 to H.R. 2520, the con
ference report on the Interior and re
lated agencies appropriations bill. 

My first objection to the Senate 
amendment is that it constitutes au
thorizing legislation on an appropria
tions bill. I am sure my colleagues rec
ognize that this is not an unusual type 
of amendment to have returned from 

an appropriations conference. I do not 
fault the House conferees for bringing 
this amendment back to us. This is 
Senate amendment number 124. C)ear
ly, our House colleagues had to make 
more than 100 trade offs with their 
counterparts from the other body. It is 
the other body which originated this 
provision and created this problem. 

It is time to send a message to that 
body that the practice of legislating 
outside the authorizing process has to 
stop. With a new tool provided by the 
House rules, we have greater strength 
in enforcing our prerogatives. 

Rule XXVIII, clause 2(B)(2) estab
lishes a "legislative committee's pref
erential motion to insist." The proce
dure may be invoked by the chair of 
the committee of jurisdiction when the 
motion of the Appropriations Commit
tee's floor manager to dispose of a Sen
ate amendment would have the effect 
of changing existing law. 

In effect, the new rule allows author
izing committee chairs to control de
bate on offending Senate provisions 
where the Appropriations chair has 
taken steps to accept it. This is the 
case here. Chairman Clay has acted on 
his right under the House rule to insist 
on disagreeing to the Senate amend
ment. 

In this case, the Senate amendment 
would authorize the Forest Service to 
establish a separation bonus program. 
Not only does the amendment con
stitute authorizing legislation on an 
appropriations bill, it conflicts with 
H.R. 3218, legislation introduced at the 
request of the administration that is 
under consideration by the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 3218 would authorize executive 
agencies to establish a program to en
courage voluntary separations to mini
mize the need for involuntary separa
tions caused by reductions-in-force. It 
would allow the heads of agencies that 
have no current authority to establish 
voluntary separation programs to offer 
employees up to $25,000 to agree to sep
arate. 

Chairman CLAY has moved aggres
sively to gather views on H.R. 3218. 
Since its introduction, two subcommit
tees have held hearings. A full commit
tee markup is anticipated for later this 
month. 

The Senate amendment would move 
ahead of this process, allowing one par
ticular agency to establish a program 
without taking the responsible step of 
holding hearings and marking up legis
lation. This is an unacceptable eclipse 
of the authorizing process. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the motion. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
will be brief. 

To me this is a battle between the 
authorization and appropriations com-

mittee. I think the other body has done 
a much better job on legislation than 
we have, but in this case I think that 
we are really looking at a precedent. 

As I understood it, when I came here 
in the 102d Congress, we go through the 
authorization process. Then we appro
priate. 

I think we ought to stick to that. 
The gentleman from Illinois, I think he 
has a legitimate concern. I will prob
ably support the gentleman from Illi
nois, if it goes through the authoriza
tion and then the appropriation com
mittee. But the other concern I have is 
with the shortage of those types of in
dividuals. We are going to have legisla
tion here on the California Desert 
Plan. They are going to have over 6 
million acres, and they do not have 
enough people to control it as it is. 

They are going to legislate new Na
tional Parks, and they are still going 
to have a shortage. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, in many ways what the House is 
seeing here this evening is unique in its 
history. I would advise all the Members 
to pay careful attention to it. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY] is invoking, I think for the first 
time, although if it were invoked in the 
case of the Transportation Appropria
tion, I was not watching, a rule that we 
adopted at the beginning of this year 
aimed at the problem of legislating on 
appropriation bills. It did not aim to 
eliminate legislation on appropriations 
bills, as we saw from the previous ac
tion in which we legislated with regard 
to grazing fees on this very same bill. 

What the rule does is allow the House 
to determine, after full debate, whether 
they wish to legislate on an appropria
tions bill. 

I will say to all of my colleagues that 
there are times when we will wish to 
legislate, as we have just dem
onstrated. I have asked subcommittees 
of the Committee on Appropriations to 
legislate on appropriations bills and, 
yet, I am sometimes criticized as being 
a purist who is objecting to everything 
the Committee on Appropriations does. 

I am not. I want this body to operate 
properly, according to its rules, with 
common sense, with an opportunity to 
debate every issue and to come to rea
soned conclusions on it. That is done 
when we abide by the rules and when 
we make them work. We are in the 
process of doing that tonight. 

I urge that we support the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]. I have an 
identical situation in NASA where the 
President says, "You have got to 
downsize." They are laying off people 
like mad. 

I have spoken to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] about this. We 
have agreed that it is proper to deal 
with it on a governmentwide basis. 
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I think we can do the same thing 

here. The problem is, if we do it on this 
bill, the Senators are notorious for not 
dealing with the authorization legisla
tion, if they have already acted on an 
appropriations bill. It might be till hell 
freezes over before they pass the bill 
that the distinguished chairman will 
offer. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the motion 
to disagree offered by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY], the Chairman of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an important vote be
cause it represents the first time that a new 
procedure which was included in the House 
rules of this Congress is being used to protect 
the prerogatives of the authorizing commit
tees. 

The great majority of the Members of this 
House who serve on authorizing committees 
should therefore pay careful attention to this 
motion and support the efforts of the distin
guished Chairman of the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, the historical role of the au
thorizing committees is to set the basic policy 
framework for the Executive Branch through 
authorization bills. The role of the appropria
tions committee, of course, is to provide fund
ing for the authorized programs, within the 
overall constraints of the budget. These roles 
are clearly spelled out in the House Rules, 
which prohibit any general appropriations bills 
from containing legislation or funding for unau
thorized programs. 

Unfortunately, the separation of the author
izing and appropriating powers is not as clear
ly distinguished (or respected) in the other 
body as it is in the House. For a variety of 
reasons which I will not detail here, there has 
been an increasing tendency in the last few 
years for the other body to add legislative lan
guage to appropriations bills. Under the House 
rules, such legislative amendments must be 
reported back to the House in technical dis
agreement, where it has been procedurally dif
ficult for the authorizing committees to defeat 
the Senate legislative language. 

Over the years, the authorizing committees 
have expressed deep concern about this prac
tice of adopting Senate legislative amend
ments on appropriation conference reports. 
We have brought those concerns to the atten
tion of the leadership, the Rules Committee, 
and the Appropriations Committee, but the 
practice has continued. In response to this 
continuing problem, chairmen of several of the 
authorizing committees last year proposed a 
new provision in the House Rules which per
mits the authorizers to offer a preferential mo
tion to insist on disagreement with the Senate 
amendment. 

We are faced with an example of a legisla
tive amendment with Senate amendment No. 
124, which authorizes the Forest Service to 
establish a separation bonus program. The 
question is not whether this is an appropriate 
policy. The question is whether the role of the 
authorizing committee in determining policy is 
to be respected. 

The Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service is working closely with the Administra
tion on legislation to provide a government
wide voluntary separation bonus authority. 

This Senate amendment, if adopted, would 
provide piecemeal authority for the Forest 
Service which conflicts with the Administra
tion's own legislative proposal. In addition, and 
more importantly in my view, the provision fun
damentally undermines the authority of the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee mem
bers to debate and determine what the appro
priate policies should be. 

If the motion to disagree is adopted, this 
provision will be sent back to conference; it 
will not affect any other provision in the con
ference report or any other amendment dis
posed of today. 

Mr. Speaker, a vote for the Clay motion is 
a vote to respect regular order in this body. It 
is a vote to ensure that each of the Members 
who sit on an authorizing committee retains 
his or her right to participate, debate, and vote 
on the policy issues entrusted to their respon
sibility. It is a vote to ensure that the handful 
of Senators who sit on the Appropriations 
Committee do not have greater power to set 
policy than the hundreds of the Members of 
this body who sit on authorizing committees. 

I urge my colleagues to support the author
izing committees and to vote for the Clay mo
tion to insist on disagreement. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair will advise Mem
bers to refrain from all characteriza
tions of the other body. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
Di~trict of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Clay motion and to sup
port the chairman of the House Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

I am chair of the Subcommittee on 
Compensation and Employee Benefits 
before whom the offending language 
should have come. When the chairman 
of one of our authorizing committees 
objects to the inclusion of authorizing 
language in an appropriations bill, I be
lieve we must support the chair. I can 
appreciate the position that the gen
tleman from Illinois, Chairman YATES, 
was placed in. I am sure that he tried 
as hard as he could. It may be that for 
that reason this body needs to act, be
cause I do not see how he could have 
acted otherwise. 

This language is especially unneces
sary in this case where the chairman 
put the matter on the fastest conceiv
able track and instructed me to do so 
in subcommittee and where the author
izing language inserted in an appro
priations bill, as it turns out, is com
pletely unnecessary. 

We turned somersaults in an effort to 
see if this language would be necessary 
before the bill is passed. Everywhere 
we looked, the answer was no. We de
termined that we were actually ahead 
of the need for this language. I was pre
pared to ask the chairman to consider 
an exception in the event of an emer
gency or a special need, but there 
seemed to be only anxiety, not a need. 

We must not begin to operate in this 
House as the other body has done, espe-

cially because of the size of our mem
bership. We must adhere to well-estab
lished rules and protocol governing the 
manner in which we do business. 

This amendment violates our rules, 
which should not be compromised with
out the unanimous consent of Mem
bers. This is the long and short of it, 
and it should be the end of it. 

Please vote for the Clay motion. 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I have no 

further requests for time, I urge an aye 
vote on the motion, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the preferential motion 
offered by the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CLAY]. 

The preferential motion was agreed 
to . 

0 2100 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 125: Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

Sec. 322. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used to study or implement the 
Bureau of Land Management/United States 
Forest Service comprehensive strategy for 
Pacific salmon and steelhead habitat 
( " P ACFISH " ) in the Tongass National For
est. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 125, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed by said amendment, insert: 

" SEc. 321. None of the funds provided in 
this Act may be used to implement the Bu
reau of Land Management/United States 
Forest Service comprehensive strategy for 
Pacific salmon and steelhead habitat 
(PACFISH) or to impose interim guidelines 
for such strategy in the Tongass National 
Forest: Provided, That nothing in this sec
tion shall be construed to enlarge or dimin
ish minimum timber no harvest buffer zones 
required by the Tongass Timber Reform Act 
or to enlarge or diminish site-specific man
agement prescriptions which increase no 
harvest fish stream buffer zones applied 
under the Tongass Land Management Plan 
and existing standards and guidelines of the 
Tongass National Forest. " 

And on page 52, line 21 of the House en
grossed bill, H.R. 2520, strike "$150,000,000 on 
October 1, 1993, $250,000,000" and insert 
"$125,000,000 on October 1, 1993, $275,000,000" 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES). 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider the votes by 

which action was taken on the con
ference report and the several motions 
was laid on the table. 



25612 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 20, 1993 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid
ably delayed during rollcall votes No. 522, 
523, 524, and 525 on H.R. 2520. Had I been 
present I would have voted "no" on rollcall 
vote No. 522, "no" on rollcall vote No. 523, 
"no" on rollcall vote No. 524, and "yes" on 
rollcall vote No. 525 . 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, on October 

20, I missed roll-call vote 525. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "yea." 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have five legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous and tabular mate
rial, on H.R. 2520, the conference report 
just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2492, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLE
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND 
RESCISSIONS ACT I 1993 
Mr. DIXON submitted the following 

conference report and statement on the 
bill (H.R. 2492) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities charge
able in whole or in part against the 
revenues of said District for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H . REPT 103-303) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2492) " making appropriations for the govern
ment of the District of Columbia and other 
activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District for the 
fiscal year ending September 30 , 1994, and for 
other purposes," having met, after further 
full and free conference, have agreed to rec
ommend and do recommend to their respec
tive Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 13, 18, and 24 . 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 12, 14, 16, 20, 28 , 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 
46, 47, and 48, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 4, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $115 ,888,000 ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 7, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $892,156,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 11, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $711,742,000 ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 15: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 15, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $882,359,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 17, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $206,191,000 ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21 : 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 21, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment insert: $2,202 ,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 27, and agree to the same with an 
amendment. as follows : 

Delete the matter proposed by the House 
and stricken by the Senate and delete the 
matter proposed by the Senate; and the Sen
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 30, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the matter proposed in said 
amendment, insert: 
SEC. 138. AMENDMENTS TO CHARTER FOR GROUP 

HOSPITALIZATION AND MEDICAL 
SERVICES. 

(a) LEGAL DOMICILE.-The first section of the 
Act entitled " An Act providing for the incorpo
ration of certain persons as Group Hospitaliza
tion , Inc." , approved August 11, 1939 (hereafter 
referred to as " the Act"), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following : "The District 
of Columbia shall be the legal domicile of the 
corporation.". 

(b) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.-
(]) I N GENERAL.-Section 5 of the Act is 

amended to read as follows : 
"SEC. 5. The corporation shall be licensed and 

regulated by the District of Columbia in accord
ance wi th the laws and regulations of the Dis
trict of Columbia. ". 

(2) REPEAL.- The Act is amended by striking 
section 7. 

(C) REIMBURSEMENT OF REGULATORY COSTS BY 
THE CORPORATION.-The Act (as amended by 
subsection (b) of this section) is amended by in
serting after section 6 the following new section: 

''SEC. 7. The corporation shall reimburse the 
District of Columbia tor the costs of insurance 
regulation (including financial and market con
duct examinations) of the corporation and its 
affiliates and subsidiaries by the District of Co
lumbia.". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect October 1, 1993. 

SEC. 139. (a) Title IV of the District of Colum
bia Omnibus Budget Support Act of 1992 (D .C. 
Law 9-145) is hereby repealed , and any provi
sion of the D istrict of Columbia Retirement Re-

form Act amended by such title is restored as if 
such title had not been enacted into law. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall apply beginning Sep
tember 10, 1992. 

SEC. 140. Section 422(3) of the D istrict of Co
lumbia Self-Government and Governmental Re
organization Act of 1973, approved December 24 , 
1973 (87 Stat. 790; D.C. Code, sec. 1- 242(3)), is 
amended by striking the period at the end of the 
fourth sentence and inserting the following : 
", and except that nothing in this section shall 
prohibit the District from paying an employee 
overtime pay in accordance with section 7 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 
207). ". 

SEC. 141 . Effective October 1, 1993, there is 
hereby established pursuant to the District of 
Columbia Fund Accounting Act of 1980, effective 
June 14. 1980 (D.C. Law 3- 70; D.C. Code , sec. 47-
371 et seq.), a Cash Reserve Fund to replenish 
the consolidated cash balances of the District of 
Columbia. 

SEC. 142. None of the Federal funds appro
priated under this Act shall be expended tor any 
abortion except when it is made known to the 
entity or official to which tunds are appro
priated under this Act that such procedure is 
necessary to save the life of the mother or that 
the pregnancy is the result of an act of rape or 
incest. 

Amendment numbered 32: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 32, and agree to the same with an 
amendment , as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $6,342,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 34: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 34, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $5,202,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 35, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $5,040,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 36: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 36, and agree to the same with an 
amendment , as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $20,578,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 37: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 37, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $14 ,348,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis
agreement amendments numbered 5, 6, 10, 19, 
22, 23, 25, 26, 29, 31, 33, and 38. 

JULIAN C. DIXON, 
LOUIS STOKES, 
RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
MARCY KAPTUR, 
DAVID E. SKAGGS, 
NANCY PELOSI, 
WILLIAM H . NATCHER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

HERB KOHL , 
PATTY MURRAY, 
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DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
ROBERT C . BYRD, 
CONRAD BURNS, 
CONNIE MACK, 
MARK 0 . HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the further conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2492) making appropriations for the govern
ment of the District of Columbia and other 
activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes, submit the following joint 
statement of the House and the Senate in ex
planation of the effect of the actions agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report. 
RETIREMENT OF CHIEF JUDGE FRED B. UGAST 

The conferees note the impending retire
ment of Judge Fred B. Ugast, Chief Judge of 
the District of Columbia Superior Court, 
after 20 years of judicial service , and con
gratulate him on his accomplishments in the 
areas of innovative programs, case process
ing efficiencies. and expanding access to 
court services. Chief Judge Ugast encouraged 
the development of the nationally recognized 
Civil Delay Reduction Program in 1989. His 
administration also developed the Special
ized Felony Drug Calendar program which 
resulted in earlier disposition of criminal 
drug cases. He ,expanded the court's " Settle
ment Week" program into a formalized al
ternative dispute resolution program that is 
integrated into the civil , small claims, and 
domestic relations case processing systems. 
His administration has also emphasized ex
panded access to justice services. 

Chief Judge Ugast's strong leadership and 
vision has truly enhanced the administration 
of justice in the District of Columbia. He 
leaves a lasting legacy of significant accom
plishments in public service. 

DEVELOPMENTAL DAY CARE FOR HOMELESS 
CHILDREN 

Homeless preschool children represent the 
fastest growing, most fragile and vulnerable 
segment of the homeless population. Cur
rently, 725 homeless families with approxi
mately 957 preschoolers live in shelters in 
the District. 

Programs serving homeless preschool chil
dren in the District should receive a fair 
share of day care funds made available to the 
District through Federal child care and 
block grant funding such as the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 
(Public Law 10(}-177). The Department of 
Human Services is urged to review its fund
ing commitments and take expeditious steps 
to ensure that programs serving these home
less children are included in the allocation of 
available day care resources. Although 
McKinney Act funds are provided through 
the District's public schools to assist in 
meeting the needs of homeless school age 
children, the District currently has no pro
gram or special funding available to satisfy 
the very special developmental needs of the 
homeless preschool population. 

The Committee encourages District offi
cials to take the necessary creative steps to 
seek and use available Federal resources to 
meet the acute needs of homeless children 
and their families . In particular, District of
ficials should improve coordination of re
sources directed toward the homeless and 
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seek out additional existing funding avail
able under the McKinney Act. 

NATIONAL CHILD PROTECTION, TRAUMA AND 
RESEARCH CENTER 

The House and Senate Subcommittees on 
District of Columbia Appropriations have 
provided significant support for the National 
Child Protection, Trauma and Research Cen
ter in previous years and the conferees wish 
to reiterate their strong support for the 
project. Although the Subcommittees lack 
sufficient Federal funds in their 602(b) allo
cations at this time to fund the project, the 
conferees continue their strong interest in 
supporting the Center through the appro
priations process. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

The District of Columbia is party to sev
eral court orders and consent decrees meant 
to alleviate overcrowding and to mandate 
staff levels, security requirements, and 
standards of health and sanitation in facili
ties operated by the Department of Correc
tions. In the past 10 years, the Department's 
average daily inmate population has grown 
from approximately 6,500 to over 11,500. In 
order to comply with judicial requirements 
and to avoid additional court fines, the Dis
trict has for several years outplaced pris
oners in private and public corrections facili
ties in other states. In light of budget con
straints, however, and citing a leveling trend 
in prison population, the District has re
cently reduced its out-of-state correctional 
contracting. 

The conferees commend the District in its 
effort to secure the most cost-effective in
mate housing. The conferees note, however, 
that according to information provided to 
them, the cost competitiveness and general 
quality of corrections contractors appear 
well documented. Moreover, the conferees 
are concerned that District inmates not be 
eligible for early release to reduce over
crowding as a result of returning D.C. pris
oners to District-owned facilities. Even if 
this is not the case and inmate population is 
stable at an acceptable level, the prospect of 
future requirements makes it appear prudent 
to maintain some ongoing outside contract
ing capacity until additional new capacity is 
available in District-owned facilities. Should 
the Department of Corrections require ex
panded use of outside contracted prison or 
jail capacity the conferees will consider a 
supplemental or reprogramming request for 
the necessary increased costs, if any. 

GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY COGENERATION 
FACILITY 

In 1989, Georgetown University, operating 
under that applicable local and Federal en
ergy policy statutes, initiated District of Co
lumbia approvals to develop a cogeneration 
plant on its campus. It is the conferees' un
derstanding that approvals for this facility 
include three environmental policy acts en
acted by the Council of the District of Co
lumbia and 19 regulatory approvals as well 
as zoning approval granted and upheld by the 
D.C. Court of Appeals. 

The proposed facility would continue to 
provide the much needed steam for the Uni
versity at the same time that it provides the 
Potomac Electric Power Compariy with addi
tional capacity on its system. Because of the 
energy and financial savings and the need for 
additional power, the conferees, encourage 
the District of Columbia to review, with the 
applicants, the basis for withdrawal of the 
environmental approval to construct the co
generation facility . 

TITLE I 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 APPROPRIATIONS 

FEDERAL FUNDS 

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO RETIREMENT FUNDS 

Amendment No. 1: Restores language pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate which delays the obligation and expendi
ture of $2,000,000 until September 30, 1994, 
and October 1, 1994, respectively. 
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION FOR CRIME AND YOUTH 

INITIATIVES 

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $17,327,000 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$15,327,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 3: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate which would have al
lowed the Mayor to use a portion of the ap
propriations for Federal Crime and Youth 
Initiatives for the operation of the Trauma 
Care Fund established in Public Law 102-382 
(106 Stat. 1428). 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $115,888,000 
instead of $118,543,000 as proposed by the 
House and $114,781 ,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The increase of $1,107,000 above the 
Senate allowance reflects final action by the 
Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

Amendment No. 5: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which requires the District to identify local 
sources of revenues for the account " Admis
sion to Statehood" . 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

Amendment No. 6: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum inserted by said amend
ment, insert: $87,293,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference action appropriates 
$87,293,000 instead of $85,348,000 as proposed 
by the House and $85,629,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The increase of $1 ,644,000 above the Senate 
allowance reflects final action by the Mayor 
and Council on the fiscal year 1994 budget 
amendment that was transmitted to Con
gress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $892,156,000 
instead of $907,966,000 as proposed by the 
House and $877,703,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The conference agreement reflects final ac
tion by the Mayor and Council on the fiscal 
year 1994 budget amendment that was trans
mitted to Congress September 13, 1993 (H. 
Doc. 103-136). 

Police and Fire Clinic.-The conferees were 
recently informed that the District has un
dertaken a study to examine the costs and 
services now provided by the Clinic and plan 
to have a comprehensive package developed 
by January 1994 that will (1) recommend a 
system for providing performance of duty 
medical services to District police and fire 
fighters and for determining the impact of 
the system on Federal agencies currently re
ceiving services from the Clinic on a reim
bursable basis; (2) compare the cost of pro
viding the Clinic 's current services with the 
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cost of providing these services through pri
vate health care providers; and (3) provide an 
implementation schedule and cost analysis 
for establishing the new system. The con
ferees request that the study and comprehen
sive package address the comments and rec
ommendations for the Federal agencies 
using the Clinic 's services. The conferees 
note that the Federal agencies involved 
probably have not had an opportunity to 
consider the impact of changes proposed in 
the Clinic's operations on their fiscal year 
1994 budgets, and therefore request District 
officials to make every effort to ensure that 
no changes are made in the availability of 
the Clinic's services prior to the Federal 
agency's concurrence with the changes or ar
rangement for alternative services. The con
ferees look forward to receiving the com
prehensive package in early 1994, and direct 
that the Police and Fire Health Clinic con
tinue operating in fiscal year 1994 at the fis
cal year 1993 level until such time as the 
comprehensive plan is approved by the Com
mittees on Appropriations of the House and 
the Senate. The conferees commend the Dis
trict for identifying and implementing sev
eral cost cutting measures which have re
sulted in reducing nonpersonal services costs 
by $400,000. The conferees encourage District 
officials to continue their efforts to identify 
and implement cost cutting measures rel
ative to the Clinic's current operations. 

Fire suppression liquid.-The conferees have 
received the Fire Department's report re
garding the features of a fire suppression liq
uid concentrate called Pyrocap B-136. The 
Department's report indicates that the con
centrate greatly reduces toxic smoke, heat, 
and " completely relieves the problem of 
burn back in cases of petroleum fires". The 
conferees urge the Department to use this 
technology whenever possible, and to place it 
on trucks that answer fire emergencies in 
several parts of the city including several 
inner-city areas that have high fire incident 
rates as well as the White House and the 
Federal enclave. The conferees plan to re
view the use of this technology with fire offi
cials at next year's hearings. 

Amendment No. 8: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate which would have pro
vided $4,000,000 "from other Federal sources 
hereafter appropriated" to fund the D.C. Na
tional Guard ($1,100,000); the Office of Emer
gency Preparedness ($1,848,000); and object 
class 70 (equipment) of the Metropolitan Po
lice Department ($1,052,000). 

Amendment No. 9: Restores language pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate that prohibit the elimination of the Ad
ministrative Assistants to the Battalion Fire 
Chiefs in the Fire Department. 

Amendment No. 10: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed in said 
amendment, insert: :Provided further, That in 
addition to the $892,156,000 appropriated under 
this heading, an additional $1,025,000 and 11 
full-time equivalent positions shall be trans
ferred [rom the Department of Administrative 
Services to the District of Columbia Court Sys
tem [or janitorial services, pest control, window 
washing, trash collection and removal, and 
landscaping 

. and 
on page 5, after line 7 of the House engrossed 
bill H.R. 2492 insert "(Including Transfer of 
Funds)" as a centerhead. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference action deletes a proviso 
proposed by the Senate that would have pro
hibited the closing of Engine Company 3 lo
cated at 439 New Jersey Avenue, Northwest, 
and inserts a new proviso that transfers 
$1,025,000 and 11 full-time equivalent posi
tions from the Department of Administra
tive Services under Governmental Direction 
and Support to the District of Columbia 
Court System for janitorial services, pest 
control, window washing, trash collection 
and removal, and landscaping. The con
ference action also inserts a new centerhead 
"Including Transfer of Funds" under the 
Public Safety and Justice appropriation 
heading. 

Regarding the closing of Engine Company 3 
located at 439 New Jersey Avenue, North
west, the conferees have received assurances 
from the City Administrator that the closing 
". . . will not impact on the level of fire pro
tection afforded the U.S. Capitol or any part 
of the Capitol Hill area" and that the "Fire 
Department anticipates upgrading Ambu
lance Number 15, which is currently housed 
at Engine Company 3, to an Advanced Life 
Support unit staffed with paramedics ... 
during the first quarter of fiscal year 1994. It 
will be moved to one of the four fire stations 
within a mile of the U.S. Capitol. " 

This action by the conferees is taken on 
the condition that District officials, at least 
15 days prior to the closing of Engine Com
pany 3, fully brief appropriate officials of the 
Architect of the Capitol on the District's 
plans for closing Engine Company 3 and con
tinuing to provide the excellent service to 
the Capitol complex that has been provided 
in the past. The conferees stress the state
ment made by the head of the Architect's 
fire protection division that, "There needs to 
be assurance that the excellent service pro
vided by the Fire Department in the past 
will not be diminished by any proposed 
change.'' 

The conference agreement approves the 
transfer of $1,025,000 and 11 positions, to the 
D.C. Court System. The conferees were in
formed by the executive officer of the courts 
that the Department of Administrative Serv
ices has agreed to the transfer . of these re
sources to the Court System. The executive 
officer further stated that while the Depart
ment of Administrative Service "appears to 
do the best it can under difficult cir
cumstances, the courts suffer the con
sequences of reductions in service delivery." 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates 
$711,742,000 instead of $711,813,000 as proposed 
by the House and $710,742,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The conference action reflects 
final action by the Mayor and Council on the 
fiscal year 1994 budget amendment that was 
transmitted to Congress September 13, 1993 
(H. Doc. 103--136). 

Amendment No. 12: Allocates $3,474,000 for 
the Commission on the Arts and Humanities 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$3,540,000 as proposed by the House. The re
duction of $66,000 below the House allowance 
reflects final action by the Mayor and Coun
cil on the fiscal year 1994 budget amendment 
that was transmitted to Congress September 
13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

Amendment No. 13: Allocates $4,500,000 for 
the D.C. School of Law as proposed by the 
House instead of $3,500,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The increase of $1,000,000 above the 
Senate allowance reflects the restoration of 
$1,000,000 that was included in final action by 
the Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

Amendment No. 14: Allocates $487,000 for 
the Education Licensure Commission as pro
posed by the Senate instead of $492,000 as 
proposed by the House. The conference 
agreement reflects final action by the Mayor 
and Council on the fiscal year 1994 budget 
amendment that was transmitted to Con
gress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates 
$882,359,000 instead of $914,830,000 as proposed 
by the House and $869,587,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The increase of $12,772,000 above 
the Senate allowance reflects final action by 
the Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

Amendment No. 16: Provides that 
$20,905,000 is to remain available until ex
pended for the District's employees' disabil
ity compensation program as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $17,905,000 as proposed 
by the House . The increase of $3,000,000 above 
the House allowance reflects final action by 
the Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

PUBLIC WORKS 

Amendment No. 17: Appropriates 
$206,191,000 instead of $215,749,000 as proposed 
by the House and $203,939,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The increase of $2,252,000 above 
the Senate allowance reflects final action by 
the Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

Water and Sewer Utility Administration.
The conference action abolishes 51 positions 
to reflect final action by the Mayor and 
Council on the District's fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment (H. Doc. 103--136). 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

Amendment No. 18: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate which would have au
thorized the use of funds appropriated under 
this heading to pay the debt service for the 
first year on $50,000,000 that the District 
would have been authorized to borrow under 
capital outlay as matching funds for con
structing or modernizing the George Wash
ington University Hospital. 

Amendment No. 19: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed in said amend
ment, insert: $306,264,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$306,264,000 instead of $312,948,000 as proposed 
by the House and $316,948,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The reduction of $6,684,000 below the House 
allowance reflects final action by the Mayor 
and Council on the fiscal year 1994 budget 
amendment that was transmitted to Con
gress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 
The Senate allowance included $4,000,000 to 
cover the first year debt service for 
$50,000,000 in general obligation bonds the 
District would have issued under amendment 
number 24 to provide matching funds for 
modernization of the George Washington 
University Hospital. Section 6 of the Trauma 
Care Systems Planning and Development 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-590; 104 Stat. 2929) 
authorizes a total of $50,000,000 to George 
Washington University Hospital as matching 
funds for the purpose of constructing or mod
ernizing their medical facility. 
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PAY ADJUSTMENT 

Amendment No. 20: Appropriates $81 ,680,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$70,680,000 as proposed by the House. The in
crease of $11,000,000 above the House allow
ance reflects final action by the Mayor and 
Council on the fiscal year 1994 budget amend
ment that was transmitted to Congress Sep
tember 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

SEVERANCE PAY 

Amendment No. 21: Inserts new heading 
and paragraph as proposed by the Senate and 
appropriates $2,202,000 instead of $11,033,000 
as proposed by the Senate. The decrease of 
$8,831,000 below the Senate allowance reflects 
final action by the Mayor and Council on the 
fiscal year 1994 budget amendment that was 
transmitted to Congress September 13, 1993 
(H. Doc. 103-136). The Senate action reflected 
the Mayor's proposal as submitted to the 
Council. 

D.C. GENERAL H9SPITAL DEFICIT PAYMENT 

Amendment No. 22: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows : 

In lieu of the matter proposed in said 
amendment, insert: 

D .C. GENERAL HOSPITAL DEFICIT PAYMEN T 

For the purpose of reimbursing the General 
Fund for costs incurred for the operation of the 
D .C. General Hospital pursuant to D.C. Law 1-
134, the D.C. General Hospital Commission Act 
of 1977, $10,000,000. 

ENERGY ADJUSTMENTS 

The Mayor shall reduce appropriations and 
expenditures for energy costs in the amount of 
$482,000 within one or several of the various ap
propriation headings in this Act. 

COMMUNICATIONS ADJUSTMENTS 

The Mayor shall reduce appropriations and 
expenditures for communicati ons costs in the 
amount of $158,000 within one or several of the 
various appropriation headings in this Act. 

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES ADJUSTMENTS 

_.. The Mayor shall reduce contractual services 
appropriati ons and expenditures within object 
class 40 in the amount of $1 ,500,000 within one 
or several of the various appropriations head
ings in this Act: Provided, That no reductions 
shall be made to agencies not under the direct 
control of the Mayor or to the Department of 
Human Services. 

CASH RESER VE FUND 

For the purpose of a cash reserve fund to re
plenish the consolidated cash balances of the 
District of Columbia , $3,957,000. 

, and 
on page 13 line 3 of the House engrossed bill , 
H.R. 2492, strike "$3,423,000" and insert 
''$3,323,000'' . 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference action appropriates 
$10,000,000 instead of $20,000,000 as proposed 
by the Senate for the D.C. General Hospital 
Deficit Payment to the District 's general 
fund. The reduction of $10,000,000 below the 
Senate allowance reflects final action by the 
Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment transmitted to Congress 
September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). The con
ference action also inserts three new head
ings and paragraphs requested by the Mayor 
and Council in H. Doc. 103-136 which author
ize the Mayor to reduce appropriations and 
expenditures throughout the District govern
ment in energy ( - $482,000), communications 
(- $158,000) , and contractual services for all 

agencies under the Mayor's direct control ex
cept for the Department of Human Services 
( -$1 ,500,000). The conference action also in
serts a new heading " Cash Reserve Fund" 
and paragraph appropriating $3,957,000 to re
plenish the consolidated cash balances of the 
District government as requested by the 
Mayor and Council in H. Doc. 103-136. 

In addition, the conference action appro
priates $3,323,000 for optical and dental bene
fits as requested by the Mayor and Council 
in H. Doc. 103-136 instead of $3,423,000 as pro
posed by the House and the Senate. 

PERSONAL AND NONPERSONAL SERVICES 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Amendment No. 23: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Delete the sum stricken by said amend
ment and delete the sum inserted by said 
amendment and strike out line 10 through 
and including line 14 on page 13 of the House 
engrossed bill H.R. 2492, and on page 29, line 
12 of the House engrossed bill H.R. 2492 strike 
out "1993" and insert in lieu thereof "1994" . 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference action deletes reductions of 
$27,062,000 proposed by the House and strick
en by the Senate and $7,000,000 proposed by 
the Senate and deletes the heading and para
graph relative to Personal and Nonpersonal 
Services Adjustments which would have au
thorized the Mayor to reduce appropriations 
and expenditures throughout the District 
government to keep the budget in balance. 
The conference agreement reflects final ac
tion by the Mayor and Council on the fiscal 
year 1994 budget amendment transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 
The budget amendment distributes the re
ductions proposed by the House and Senate 
to agency budgets. 

The conference action also extends for 12 
months (from December 31, 1993, to Decem
ber 31, 1994) the District's authority to retire 
up to 50 fire fighters or members of the Fire 
and Emergency Medical Services Depart
ment who were hired before February 14, 
1980, and exclude those disability retire
ments from the computation of the rate of 
disability retirements under subsection 
145(a) of the District of Columbia Retirement 
Reform Act (Public Law 96-122). The con
ferees have been advised by District officials 
that the additional 12 months are required to 
properly process these cases. The intent of 
section 132 in H.R. 2492 is to exempt up to 50 
disability retirements from the trigger 
mechanism calculation for any period from 
October 1, 1993 through December 31, 1994. 
The trigger mechanism calculation is in
cluded in Public Law 96-122 and allows the 
annual Federal payment of $52,070,000 to the 
police officers and fire fighters retirement 
fund to be reduced when the disability retire
ment rate exceeds an established limit. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Amendment No. 24: Appropriates 
$108,743,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $158,743,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
Senate allowance included $50,000,000 that 
the District government would have bor
rowed and transferred to George Washington 
University for use as matching funds for 
modernization of the George Washington 
University Hospital. Section 6 of the Trauma 
Care Systems Planning and Development 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-590) authorizes a 
total of $50,000,000 to George Washington 

University Hospital for the purpose of con
structing or modernizing its medical facil
ity. 

Amendment No. 25: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed in said 
amendment, insert: : Provided further, That 
the District of Columbia government shall trans
mit to the House and Senate Committees on Ap
propriations, the House Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia, and the Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, no later than April 15, 
1994, a proposed plan providing for the financ
ing of the capital rehabilitation and revitaliza
tion of the medical infrastructure within the 
District of Columbia: Provided further, That 
this plan shall include how the capital needs of 
all hospitals will be addressed: Provided further, 
That this plan shall specifically address the cur
rently authorized George Washington University 
project as part of the overall plan. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference action deletes language 
proposed by the Senate that would have allo
cated $50,000,000 of the funds borrowed under 
Capital Outlay solely for the purpose of car
rying out section 6 of Public Law 101-590 (104 
Stat. 2929) and would have required the funds 
to be transferred within 45 days of receipt of 
the bond proceeds and inserts in lieu thereof 
a proviso that requires the District govern
ment to transmit a plan by April 15, 1994, to 
the House and Senate Committees on Appro
priations, the House Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia, and the Senate Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. The plan is to pro
vide proposals for the financing of the cap
ital rehabilitation and revitalization of the 
medical infrastructure within the District of 
Columbia. The conferees request that the 
plan include how the capital needs of all hos
pitals will be addressed and how the plan will 
specifically address the currently authorized 
George Washington University project as 
part of the overall plan. 

The George Washington University Hospital. 
The history of federal support to hospitals in 
Washington, D.C. dates to June 1941 when 
the Congress enacted the National Defense 
Public Works Act that has become known as 
the Lanham Act (Public Law 137, 77th Con
gress; 55 Stat. 361). The Lanham Act provided 
for the construction of waterworks, sewage 
disposal systems, streets, and hospitals. It 
was through this authority that the current 
George Washington University Hospital was 
built. In 1946, the Congress enacted the 
Washington Hospital Center Act (Public Law 
648, 79th Congress) which provided for the 
consolidation of three District hospitals into 
the Washington Hospital Corporation. This 
Act was amended several times to include 
the other hospitals in the city. In the 1968 
District of Columbia Hospital and Medical 
Facilities Construction amendments, funds 
were authorized for seven hospitals because 
the District was unable to raise the nec
essary matching funds to make use of Hill
Burton funds. In 1990, the Congress enacted 
the Trauma Care System Planning and De
velopment Act which authorized a 50-percent 
matching federal grant for George Washing
ton University Hospital to complete its esti
mated $100 million modernization project. 

The conferees believe that the above his
tory makes it clear that the Federal govern
ment has historically played a significant 
role in financ ing the construction, renova
tion, and expansion of medical care facilities 
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in the District of Columbia. Since the last 
use of the original 1946 Act, the enactment of 
the District's Home Rule Act has changed 
the relationship between the District and 
Federal governments. This change neces
sitates a review of the funding mechanism 
for District hospital capitol projects. The 
conference agreement includes language re
quiring such a review and submission of a 
plan contemporaneous with the submission 
of the District's fiscal year 1995 budget on 
April 15, 1994. 

The conferees note that, according to in
formation available to them, most states and 
some local governments provide financial as
sistance to health care facilities within their 
jurisdictions. It has not been necessary for 
the District government to address this mat
ter since Home Rule; however, it has now be
come necessary. As noted above the current 
physical plants of most of the hospitals in 
the District are approximately the same age 
and will soon, if they do not now, require 
substantial rehabilitation, renovation or re
construction. As a general rule the financing 
of the capital needs of public hospitals re
quires some public assistance from govern
ment at some level. To ensure that help is 
applied evenly and that everyone knows 
what the procedure is there must be a plan. 
The conferees have asked the District gov
ernment to develop and submit such a plan. 
In developing this plan, the conferees antici
pate that the District will make use of avail
able resources, including the Mayor's Task 
Force on Long Term Strategies to Improve 
the District of Columbia Public Health Care 
Delivery systems, the D.C. Hospital Associa
tion, the General Accounting Office and 
other interested public and private organiza
tions. 

This plan will specifically address the 
George Washington University Medical Cen
ter because it has an existing authorization 
to undertake a project of renovation and 
construction. George Washington University 
Hospital is a private institution with a pub
lic mission. It is the closest emergency medi
cal facility to the White House, State De
partment and most foreign embassies. Every
one is familiar with the heroic efforts of its 
staff in March 1981 after an assassination at
tempt on the President of the United States. 
The hospital has specific emergency arrange
ments with the White House for such occa
sions and undertake additional preparedness 
during events such as summit conferences 
and major world meetings that take place in 
Washington, D.C. What goes unreported, but 
is more compelling, are the everyday crises 
that befall visitors or government workers 
downtown that find their way to the George 
Washington University Hospital. The emer
gency room currently sees 50,000 patients in 
a space designed for 30,000 annually. The Uni
versity's own consultant has stated that the 
facility is 38 percent too small. Planning for 
expansion and renovation has identified min
imum needs of $100 million. Included are ex
pansion of the emergency room, additional 
operating rooms, and expanded critical care 
areas as well as physical, mechanical and 
space requirements for modern medical tech
nology. 

Children's National Medical Center.-Simi
larly, Children's National Medical Center 
has undertaken construction to house the 
National Child Protection, Trauma and Re
search Center. There is now nowhere in the 
District for such facilities to seek financial 
assistance. This omission should be ad
dressed and a policy decision reached as to 
how such projects will be handled, currently 
and in the future. 

Amendment No. 26: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which allows the Washington Aqueduct to 
use $500,000 of the funds borrowed under this 
heading to initiate construction of modifica
tions to the Little Falls Dam facility to 
allow passage for anadromous fish on the Po
tomac River. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 27: Deletes section 135 pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate and deletes a new section 135 proposed by 
the Senate. The House language stricken by 
the Senate and the Senate language deleted 
by the conferees are identical and would 
have prohibited the Mayor from contracting 
out for goods and services now provided by 
District employees until the Mayor submit
ted to the Council and the Council approved 
revised contracting policies and procedures 
that (1) provided a cost analysis for each 
contract and (2) showed that contracting out 
would provide savings of at least 10 percent 
over the duration of the contract. 

Amendment No. 28: Deletes language pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate that would have prohibited the Mayor 
from awarding certain contracts over 
$1,000,000 until after the Council had ap
proved the proposed contract award. 

Amendment No. 29: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment, insert: 137 

, and 
on page 33, line 11 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out "Sec. 137" and insert in 
lieu thereof "Sec. 135" 

, and 
on page 33, line 23 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out " Sec. 138" and insert in 
lieu thereof "Sec. 136". 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference action changes section 
number 139 proposed by the Senate to sec
tion number 137 and inserts language pro
posed by the Senate which requires the 
Mayor to report to the Congress within 90 
days on the status of construction of a new 
Federal prison in the District of Columbia 
that was previously authorized. 

The conference action also makes tech
nical changes by renumbering sections 137 
and 138 to 135 and 136, respectively, to reflect 
action by the conferees on amendment num
bers 27 and 28. 

Amendment No. 30: Changes the section 
number from 140 as proposed by the Senate 
to 138 and adds a new section as proposed by 
the Senate amending the congressional char
ter for Group Hospitalization. Inc. to estab
lish the District of Columbia as the legal 
domicile for the corporation. The language 
requires the corporation to be licensed in 
and regulated by the laws and regulations of 
the District of Columbia government. The 
amendments are permanent legislation and 
takes effect October 1, 1993, instead of on the 
date of enactment of this Act. Identical sub
stantive language was included in section 137 
of the FY 1993 D.C. Appropriations Act (Pub
lic Law 102-382; 106 Stat. 1435) for a one-year 
period with the understanding that specific 
authorizing legislation would be enacted. 
The language in Public Law 102-382 will ex
pire September 30, 1993. 

Section 139 repeals three amendments to 
the District of Columbia Retirement Reform 
Act of 1976 (Public Law 96-122) that were in
cluded as part of the District's Omnibus 
Budget Support Act of 1992. Testimony was 
received from the Board's chairman request
ing the repeal of these amendments. In a fol
low-up letter dated September 21, 1993, the 
Board chairman stated "As fiduciaries 
charged with the responsibility of managing 
the retirement funds for the District's police 
officers, fire fighters, teachers, and judges 
. . . the Board believed that the District's 
actions dangerously eroded the independence 
of the Board, and had therefore looked to 
Congress for relief." The three amendments 
that are being repealed: (1) provided the Dis
trict with the authority to determine the 
source of funding for the Board's administra
tive expenses and eliminated the prohibi
tions on the District against specifying how 
the Board could spend its appropriated budg
et; (2) permitted the District to include 
grant funds in its annual contribution to the 
retirement funds; and (3) eliminated congres
sionally mandated prohibitions against 
"party-in-interest" transactions which were 
specifically designed by the Congress to 
guard against conflicts of interest and to en
sure arms-length transactions between the 
Board and the District government. Accord
ing to the September 21, 1993, letter referred 
to earlier, the Board chairman states that 
the repeal of the three amendments are nec
essary " ... to ensure the continued inde
pendence of the Board and financial security 
of the Funds . . . ". · 

The conference action also adds two new 
sections requested by the Mayor and Council 
in H. Doc. 103-136. Section 140 amends the 
Home Rule Act to clarify the District's au
thority to pay overtime to Di-strict govern
ment employees in accordance with the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938. The report ac
companying the District's request states 
that this change will reduce recordkeeping 
costs and the higher costs of more generous 
overtime provisions for employees hired 
prior to enactment of the District's Com
prehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978. The 
report further states that this amendment 
will not affect overtime provisions in exist
ing compensation settlements. 

Section 141 establishes a cash reserve fund 
to replenish the consolidated cash balances 
of the District government. 

Language in section 142 prohibits the use 
of Federal funds for abortions except when it 
is made known to the entity or official to 
which funds are appropriated that such pro
cedure is necessary to save the life of the 
mother or that the pregnancy is the result of 
an act of rape or incest. 

TITLE II 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 SUPPLEMENTAL 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment No. 31: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed in said amend
ment, insert: $14,231,000 

, and 
on page 35, line 12 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out "$10,587 ,000" and insert 
in lieu thereof "$10,242,000" 

, and 
on page 37, line 4 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 after "Provided," insert: 
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"That $7,000,000 of this appropriation, to re

main available until expended, shall be avail
able solely for District of Columbia employees' 
disability compensation: Provided further," 

, and 
on page 37, line 11 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out " (Rescission)" and insert 
in lieu thereof " Including Rescission" 

, and 
on page 37, line 12 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out " Of" and insert in lieu 
thereof " For an additional amount for " Pub
lic works", $23,447,000: Provided, That of" 

, and 
on page 37, line 16 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 after " rescinded" insert " for a net 
increase of $20,176,000" 

, and 
on page 44, after line 14 of the House en
grossed bill H.R. 2492 insert "Sec. 203. Not
withstanding any other provision of law, ap
propriations made and authority granted 
pursuant to this title shall be deemed to be 
available for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1993." 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$14,231,000 instead of $15,133,000 as proposed 
by the House and $15,501 ,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The decrease below the House 
and Senate allowances reflects the District's 
revised fiscal year 1993 supplemental request 
that was transmitted to Congress September 
13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

The conference agreement also rescinds 
$10,242,000 under the Economic Development 
and Regulation appropriation title instead of 
$10,587,000 as proposed by the House and the 
Senate. The reduction of $345,000 below the 
House and Senate allowance relates to the 
Office of International Business as reflected 
in the District's final action on the revised 
fiscal year 1993 supplemental request that 
was transmitted to Congress September 13, 
1993, too late for consideration by the House 
or the Senate. 

The conferees have agreed to a new proviso 
requested by the District under "Human 
Support Services" that allows $7,000,000 to 
remain available until expended for employ
ees' disability compensation. 

Under the Public Works appropriation title 
the conference action inserts " Including Re
scission" as a centerhead and appropriates 
an additional $23,447,000 requested by the 
District in H. Doc. 103-136 for payment to the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au
thority (WMATA) to cover the July-Septem
ber 1992 quarterly operating subsidy. This ac
tion provides a net increase of $20,176,000 
under the Public Works appropriation title 
instead of a rescission of $3,271,000 as pro
posed by the House and the Senate. The Dis
trict's fiscal year 1992 supplemental request 
included a $26,000,000 reduction to reflect a 
change in the method used by the District to 
make its quarterly payments to WMATA. 
The District proposed to change from a for
ward-payment basis to a pay-behind basis. 
Although the proposal was not approved, the 
necessary budget authority was not pro
vided. The conference action provides the 
budget authority required in order for the 
District to legally pay WMATA the amount 
owed for fiscal year 1992. The conferees have 
been informed that with this action the Dis
trict has sufficient authority to pay the re
maining fiscal year 1992 quarterly payment 
and all four fiscal year 1993 quarterly pay
ments in accordance with current policies 

followed by WMAT A and the Compact juris
dictions. 

The conference action also inserts a new 
section 203 that deems the appropriations 
and language provisions in Title II to be 
available for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1993. This language in effect ratifies 
all obligations and expenditures made in an
ticipation of the enactment of the District's 
fiscal year 1993 supplemental request as ap
proved in title II of this Act. 

Amendment No. 32: Rescinds $6,342,000 in
stead of $4,760,000 as proposed by the House 
and $7,162,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement reflects the Dis
trict's revised fiscal year 1993 supplemental 
request that was transmitted to Congress 
September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

Amendment No. 33: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed in said amend
ment, insert: $7,889,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides a net 
increase of $7,889,000 instead of $10,373,000 as 
proposed by the House and $8,339,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. The action by the con
ferees reflects the District 's revised fiscal 
year 1993 supplemental request that was 
transmitted to Congress September 13, 1993 
(H. Doc. 103-136). The reduction of $450,000 in 
the net increase below the Senate allowance 
reflects a reduction in contractual services 
in the Office of City Administrator/Deputy 
Mayor for Operations. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment Nos. 34 and 35: Appropriate 
$5,202,000 for a net decrease of $5,040,000 in
stead of $1,047,000 for a net decrease of 
$9,540,000 as proposed by the House and 
$6,047,000 for a net decrease of $4,540,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

The conference action reflects the Dis
trict's revised fiscal year 1993 supplemental 
request that was transmitted to Congress 
September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). The in
crease of $500,000 in the net decrease pro
posed by the Senate reflects a reduction in 
the District's Employer-Assisted Housing 
Program. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment Nos. 36 and 37: Rescind 
$20,578,000 for a net decrease of $14,348,000 in
stead of $18,921,000 for a net decrease of 
$12,691,000 as proposed by the House and 
$21,078,000 for a net decrease of $14,848,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement reflects the Dis
trict's revised fiscal year 1993 supplemental 
request that was transmitted to Congress 
September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). The re
duction of $500,000 below the net decrease 
proposed by the Senate reflects an increase 
for the purchase of police vehicles and radio 
equipment. 

Amendment No. 38: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that unspent funds remaining 
in the personal and nonpersonal services 
budget of the Metropolitan Police Depart
ment at the end of fiscal year 1993 shall re
main available for the exclusive use of the 
Metropolitan Police Department for the pur
chase of equipment in fiscal year 1994. The 

House language provided for the carryover of 
unspent no~personal services funds. 

Amendment No. 39: Corrects a misspelling 
in the printing of the bill as proposed by the 
Senate. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment Nos. 40 and 41: Appropriate 
$4,000,000 for the public schools of the Dis
trict for a net decrease of $3,257,000 in the 
Public Education System appropriation as 
proposed by the Senate instead of a net de
crease of $7,257,000 in the Public Education 
System appropriation as proposed by the 
House. The Senate action reflects the Dis
trict's revised supplemental request for fis
cal year 1993 which was not available at the 
time the bill was under consideration by the 
House. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment Nos. 42 and 43: Appropriate 
$81,772,000 for a net increase of $79,551,000 as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $70,772,000 
for a net increase of $68,551,000 as proposed 
by the House. 

The conference agreement reflects the Dis
trict's revised supplemental request for fis
cal year 1993 which was not available at the 
time the bill was under consideration by the 
House . 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

Amendment No. 44: Appropriates $11,059,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$19,051,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conference agreement reflects the Dis
trict's revised supplemental request for fis
cal year 1993 which was not available at the 
time the bill was under consideration by the 
House. 

PERSONAL AND NONPERSONAL SERVICES 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Amendment No. 45: Deletes language pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate which would have authorized the Mayor 
to reduce $29,730,000 in fiscal year 1993 appro
priations and expenditures throughout the 
District government to keep the budget in 
balance because of declining local revenues. 
The Senate action agreed to by the conferees 
reflects the District government's revised 
supplemental request for fiscal year 1993 
which was not available at the time the bill 
was under consideration by the House. The 
revised supplemental request allocates the 
reduction proposed by the House and strick
en by the Senate to agency budgets reflected 
throughout Title II of the bill. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment Nos. 46, 47, and 48: Delete lan
guage proposed by the House and stricken by 
the Senate concerning requirements of the 
Buy American Act as codified under 41 
U.S .C. lOa et seq. These provisions already 
apply to all procurements made by the Dis
trict of Columbia government since 41 U.S.C. 
5a defines the word "department" as follows: 
" The word 'department' as used in this Act 
shall be construed to include independent es
tablishments, other agencies, wholly owned 
Government corporations * * * and the gov
ernment of the District of Columbia * * *.". 

CONFERENCE TOTAL-WITH COMPARISONS 

The total new budget (obligational) au
thority for the fiscal year 1994 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com
parisons to the fiscal year 1993 amount, the 
1994 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 1994 follow: 

Federal Funds 
New budget (obligational) 

authority , fiscal year 
1993 ... ....... .. .. ... ........ .... ... . $688.000.000 
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Budget estimates of new 

(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1994 . .. .... .. : . . .. . . 

House bill, fiscal year 1994 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1994 
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1994 .. ... .. .. . ..... .. . . . 
Conference agreement 

compared with: 
New budget 

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1993 ..... . 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1994 ... .. . 

House bill, fiscal year 

705,101,000 
700,000,000 
698,000,000 

700,000,000 

+ 12,000,000 

-5,101,000 

1994 ..... .... . .... .......... .. . .. .. . .. ..... ............. ... . . 
Senate bill, fiscal year 

1994 . ...... .......... . . .......... . +2,000,.000 

District of Columbia Funds 
New budget (obligational) 

authority, fiscal year 1993 
Budget estimates of new 

(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1994 ........ ... ..... . 

House bill, fiscal year 1994 .. . 
Senate bill , fiscal year 1994 .. 
Conference agreement, fiscal 

year 1994 .. .. ..... ..... .... ...... . . 
Conference agreement com

pared with: 
New budget (obligational) 

authority , fiscal year 
1993 ... ....... .... ... ... ..... ... . . 

Budget estimates of new 
(obl igational) authority , 
fiscal year 1994 ... ..... .... . . 

House bill , fiscal year 1994 
Senate bill , fiscal year 1994 

3,988,421,000 

3,740,382,000 
3, 753,705,000 
3' 777,932,000 

3,740,382,000 

(248,039,000) 

0 
(13,323 ,000) 
(37,550,000) 

JULIAN C. DIXON , 
LOUIS STOKES, 
RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
MARCY KAPTUR, 
DAVID E . SKAGGS, 
NANCY PELOSI, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
HERB KOHL, 
PATTY MURRAY, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
CONRAD BURNS, 
CONNIE MACK, 
MARK 0 . HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

TAMPER-PROOF ID FOR BOTH 
WORK AND HEALTH CARE ELIGI
BILITY 
(Mr. FISH asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, over a decade 
ago, the Select Commission on Immi
gration and Refugee Policy recognized 
that the magnet of job opportunities in 
the United States is a potent induce
ment to illegal immigration. Although 
Congress in 1986 passed legislation 
making it illegal knowingly to employ 
aliens lacking work authorization, we 
have not yet provided the essential 
missing element in the enforcement 
scheme. What remains lacking is tam
per-resistant identification to facili
tate accurate determinations of em
ployment eligibility. The ready avail
ability of fraudulent identifiers defeats 

the efforts of conscientious employers 
to avoid hiring persons illegally in this 
country. 

In 1980, as a member of the Select 
Commission, I welcomed the oppor
tunity to vote in favor of recommend
ing employer sanctions combined with 
secure identification. After having 
sought for many years to implement 
the concept of secure identification, I 
am pleased to note that the time for 
successful action along these lines 
seems to be approaching quickly. 

Today I want to share with my col
leagues recent correspondence between 
Father Theodore Hesburgh, president 
emeritus of the University of Notre 
Dame, and Doris Meissner, the new 
Commissioner of the Immigra~ion and 
Naturalization Service. Father 
Hesburgh advocated an upgraded, coun
terfeit resistant Social Security card 
years ago when he chaired the Select 
Commission on Immigration and Refu
gee Policy. It is very significant that 
this great civil libertarian and former 
Chairman of the U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights continues to emphasize 
the importance of a noncounterfeitable 
identification card, pointing out this 
would simplify the participation of em
ployers in verifying work eligibility. 

Recently, the President has rec
ommended a health care identifier to 
obtain health care benefits. Why 
shouldn't the tamper-resistant docu
ment that prospective employees 
present be a new combined work eligi
bility card and health care identifier? 
Father Hesburgh, I am pleased to note , 
reacted favorably to my suggestion re
lating to the potential dual use of a 
new health care card; U.S. citizens and 
permanent resident aliens will carry 
such a card anyway to obtain health 
benefits. 

Finally, I believe Commissioner 
Meissner's recognition of the ID issue's 
importance will be most helpful in the 
months ahead. 

The correspondence referred to fol-
lows: . 

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME, 
Notre Dame, IN, June 21 , 1993. 

DORIS M. MEISSNER, 
Commissioner, Immigration and Naturalization, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR DORIS: Best congratulations on your 

appointment by the President to become 
Commissioner of INS. I was delighted to read 
the oratory report of your abilities and wis
dom in the New York Times. Of course , I al
ready knew about that. 

As the years have passed since we worked 
together on reforming the Immigration Law, 
I am still of the opinion that the simplest 
way to achieve progress against illegals is to 
have a non-conterfeitable ID card which 
could operate as simply as credit cards do. I 
would prefer that it be the Social Security 
card since it serves so many other useful 
purposes in our society. This, of course, puts 
a burden on employers but we already did 
that in the latest Immigration Law. This 
simplifies their participation. You have al
ready heard me say this many times , but I 
simply repeat it because I think it is the one 
glaring weakness in the present enforcement 
rules. 

Be sure of my best wishes and prayers for 
all success in your new endeavor. I am sure 
you will be a breathe of fresh air, as well as 
bringing new hope to your Service. 

With cordial best wishes and prayers for all 
success. 

Ever devoted in Notre Dame, 
(Rev. ) THEODORE M. HESBURGH, C.S.C., 

President Emeritus. 

CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT 
FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE, 

September 20 , 1993. 
Rev. THEODORE M. HESBURGH, C.S.C., 
University of Notre Dame, 
Notre Dame, IN. 

DEAR FATHER TED: Thanks SO much for 
your kind words and good wishes. 

You know I agree with your thoughts on 
matters of employment enforcement, and 
I'm pleased to know they remain of concern 
to you. One of my goals is to press the debate 
on ID issues from the platform of a credible 
INS that inspires public confidence in the 
government 's ability to handle its respon
sibilities effectively . Perhaps that will help 
influence public attitudes in favor of what 
you correctly suggest. 

I hope you are well and thriving. All best 
wishes . 

Sincerely, 
DORIS M. MEISSNER, 

Senior Associate. 

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME, 
Notre Dame, IN, September 28, 1993. 

DORIS M. MEISSNER, 
Senior Associate, Carnegie Endowment for 

International Peace, Washington, DC. 
DEAR DORIS: I had a call from Hamilton 

Fish today asking why we could not use the 
proposed card for the new health service . It 
would also serve as an identification for em
ployment, especially in the case of immi
grants who may or may not be legal. I told 
him I had the same idea the first time I saw 
President Clinton waiving that card on tele
vision . I am sure Al Simpson and Ted Ken
nedy will also be in favor of this. 

Thanks again for your note. 
Ever devotedly yours, 

(Rev.) THEODORE M. HESBURGH, C.S.C., 
President Emeritus. 

ON THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE
TRADE AGREEMENT 

(Mrs. UNSOELD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, we are 
all faced with contradictory views on 
what NAFTA means for U.S. jobs. 
Maybe we would be wise to focus on the 
view from Mexico. 

I am holding an ad paid for by the 
Government of Yucatan. It shows an 
American business executive stating: 
" I can't find good, loyal workers for a 
dollar an hour within a thousand miles 
of here. " 

The ad's response is: "Yes you can. 
Yucatan. " 

Here is another. "You can't cut labor 
costs 300 percent in 90 minutes. Yes, 
you can, Yucatan." 

Keeping wages low is a part of the 
Mexican Government's strategy for at
tracting United States investment. 
This isn ' t anti-Mexico rhetoric. It is 
the unfortunate truth. 
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A NAFTA which fails to reverse 

Mexico's policy of menial wages and 
fails to bolster Mexican labor rights is 
bad news for their workers and bad 
news for our workers. It is one of the 
reasons why I cannot support this 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the ads to which I referred: 

" YOU CAN'T CUT LABOR COSTS 300% IN 90 
MINUTES." 

YES YOU CAN 

YUCATAN 

Where labor cost average under $1 an hour, 
including benefits. Far, far less than in the 
Far East. And less than CBI. Central Amer
ica and even less than the rest of Mexico. 

The employee turnover rate is less than 5% 
a year. 

We're only 460 miles and 90 m.inutes by air 
from the U.S . 

And you can save over $15,000 a year, per 
worker, if you had an off-shore productio·n 
plant here. 

So if you want to see how well you or your 
plant managers can live here while making 
your company more competitive in world 
markets, call for a free video tour of the 
State of Yucatan at 708-295-1793. 
When the U.S. is too expensive and Far East 

too far, 
" Yes You Can in Yucatan." 

Government of the State of Yucatan, 
Mexico . 

Department of Industrial and Commercial 
Development. 

" I CAN ' T FIND GOOD, LOYAL WORKERS FOR A 
DOLLAR AN HOUR WITHIN A THOUSAND MILES 
OF HERE ' ' 

YES YOU CAN 

YUCATAN 

We're only 460 miles and 90 minutes by air 
from the U.S. 

Labor costs average under $1 an hour, in
cluding benefits. Far lower than in the Far 
East. And less than CBI, Central America 
and even less than the rest of Mexico. 

The turnover rate is less than 5% a year. 
And you could save over $15,000 a year, per 

worker, if you had an offshore production 
plant here . 

So if you want to see how well you or your 
plant managers can live here while making 
your company more competitive, call for a 
free video tour of the State of Yucatan at 
708-295-1793. 

When the U.S . is too expensive and the Far 
East too far, 

" Yes You Can In Yucatan." 
Government of the State of Yucatan, 

Mexico. 
Department of Industrial and Commercial 

Development. 

VACATING SPECIAL ORDER AND 
GRANTING SPECIAL ORDER 

Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to change the 60-
minute special order on October 21, 
1993, for the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. OWENS] to a 5-minute special 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

OPERATION OF AMTRAK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the well of the House tonight to ex
press my extreme displeasure with the 
tactics presently being used by Am
trak. With the conference report on the 
Transportation appropriation bill 
scheduled to be considered in this body 
tomorrow, Amtrak has taken actions 
over the past few days to notify station 
managers and workers in 15 stations 
across the country that their facility 
will be closed-some as soon as Tues
day of next week. That is only 5 days 
notice. 

Although I hate to make this as
sumption, it seems like Amtrak is 
playing political games with Congress. 
Mr. Speaker, as you know, Amtrak re
quested $381 million for operating ex
penses in 1994. The administration's re
quest, however, was for only $331 mil
lion. Although the conference report 
contains $352 million, Amtrak officials 
seem to have started actions to show 
the American people, and especially 
Members of this body, why they need 
the additional $29 million not included 
in the Transportation appropriations 
bill-and I do believe they need the ad
ditional money. 

In my conversation today with W. 
Graham Clayter, Jr., president of Am
trak, I was informed that these cuts 
have to be made because of the lack of 
operating capital. However, Mr. 
Clayter informed me that not one per
son in Amtrak's Washington office 
would lose their job. While some 30 em
ployees in the 15 stations listed by Am
trak for closing today will lose their 
jobs, not one person in the stable of 
lawyers and other highly paid execu
tives at Amtrak's headquarters will be 
effected. 

.Mr. Speaker, personally I find that 
decision to be absurd. While shutting 
down stations such as McComb, MS, lo
cated in my Congressional District, 
with only two employees-and the 
source of some $20,000 per month in 
revenue, Amtrak has decided that top 
heavy management is more important 
than their presence in local commu
nities. 

I also think that it is ridiculous to 
think that Amtrak can save the $29 
million they claim to need by closing 
the stations in Amsterdam, NY, 
Centralia, IL, Cheyenne, WY, Chil
licothe, IL, Del Ray Beach, FL, Devil's 
Lake, ND, Forth Wayne, IN, Malta, 
MT, Matoon, IL, McComb, MS, Poca
tello, ID, Southern Pines, NC, Temple, 
TX, Youngstown, OH, and Hattiesburg, 
MS. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not sure if Amtrak 
is trying to send a message by taking 

these steps or what. However, I am ap
palled not only that Amtrak has taken 
the steps to close these stations during 
the debate on their appropriations bill, 
but also that they would take such a 
step without first notifying the Mem
bers of Congress that have stations 
that will be effected by these closures. 

The very last thing a business would 
do when trying to get its' financial 
house in order would be to close the 
doors where the money comes in. It 
makes no sense-it is absurd. When you 
close these stations, you lose money. If 
a station is losing money, then there is 
an argument that it should be closed. If 
a station is making a profit, there is 
absolutely no-! repeat, no-reason to 
close it. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this whole situ
ation causes me to question the en
tirety of the funding for Amtrak. In 
the future ·if they do not get their way, 
what will they do? 

AN ALTERNATIVE TO NAFTA: A 
CONTINENTAL AGREEMENT FOR 
DEVELOPMENT, EQUITY, AND 
EMPLOYMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening I would like to read in to the 
RECORD remarks of a woman leader 
from Mexico on the proposed North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. I will 
not give her name for the RECORD, be
cause I do not want to jeopardize her 
personal safety in her own country, but 
when our women's delegation visited 
down there last May she pleaded with 
me to read this suggestion to our 
President of the United States, Bill 
Clinton, as an alternative to the pro
posed agreement that we will be voting 
on shortly here. 

She says: "What we really need is an 
alternative to the NAFTA, a continen
tal agreement for development, equity, 
and employment." She goes back many 
years and says, 

The forerunner of an Hemispheric policy is 
the Alliance for Progress, which, though an 
answer to the Cuban Revolution, was in
spired in a framework of democracy and 
shared development on a continental level. 
On the other hand, NAFTA, the North Amer
ican Trade Agreement, tries to use the coun
tries of the South as cheap labor, raw mate
rial, and minor manufacturing supplies, and 
as a vast field for investments. 

She calls upon the new Democratic 
administration of the United States to 
bring together the Organization of 
American States and other regional en
tities as well, where the finest experts 
of the hemisphere could lay out the 
foundations for a different agreement. 

0 2110 
She says the lack of competitiveness 

in North America is not caused by bar
riers to trade, or by the lack of institu
tional stimuli to investment, but by 
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deep structural imbalances brought by 
the unregulated and predatory atti
tudes of the multinational corpora
tions. 

She says until the late 1970's the so
called Third World countries sought to 
implement formulas to establish a code 
of conduct for multinational conglom
erates, but these enterprises have 
helped to develop an ideological cli
mate that weakens national sov
ereignty in favor of the what she calls 
"globalizers." This rarefied atmos
phere makes the rights of individuals 
and communities diluted in the face of 
these conglomerates. 

It becomes increasingly clear that a 
handful of European, American, and 
Japanese corporations will direct what 
will be a new world economic order. 

And she says NAFTA is just another 
version of trickle-down economics ap
plied to all of North America that will 
only mean more corporate profits, and 
income concentration, and less jobs be
cause of the intensive use of capital 
and automatized technology, and more 
pressure to occupy badly paid jobs. 

She says NAFTA was negotiated with 
no other objective than giving 
transnationals more power and aban
doning medium and small industries to 
their own fate. Besides the interest of 
wage earners, peasants, and other sec
tors of each country are ignored as well 
as the asymmetries between future 
partners. 

She says NAFTA is the final thrust 
of a vertical integration process that 
began several years ago after the sign
ing of the letter of intention with the 
International Monetary Fund in 1982. 
Since then, the IMF and other institu
tions linked with the interest of the 
United States has been able to exert an 
enormous influence in Mexico's macro
economic policies, especially in the fi
nancial and public sectors. 

And she says even though great vol
umes of capital have come in, they are 
mostly speculative and therefore force 
the monetary authorities to safekeep
ing a high amount of reserves to 
confront eventual instabilities in the 
external sector. The government, far 
from stimulating public investment 
from infrastructure, productive and so
cial development, raises taxes and 
withdraws longly held social benefits. 

She says NAFTA neglects the fact 
that Mexico has already taken advan
tage of its closeness to the world's 
largest market by selling 70 percent of 
its exports and buying from it 68 per
cent of its total imports. Factors like 
the strong reappearance of high defi
cits in the commercial and payments 
balances, which commanded no less 
than $20 billion in 1992, are spoken of in 
low whispers. Productive infrastruc
ture is severely deteriorated in key 
sectors such as highways, railroads, 
water, and the oil industry. 

And she says finally that we believe 
a visionary focus is needed, one of 

great perspective, not unlike the Alli
ance for Progress that President Ken
nedy envisioned, that failed because of 
the resistance and even sabotage of the 
Latina-American oligarchies, among 
others. 

She says unlike NAFTA, this pact 
must recognize the differences in living 
standards, development and productiv
ity of the various economies. 

And she says continental integration 
implies stimulating the Central Amer
ican Common Market, the Andean 
Pact, the Mercosur and similar associa
tions, and adjusting them to the bases 
and principles of the Hemispheric Pact. 

She says the realization of such an 
agreement is already in the minds of 
many organizations, among them the 
Latin American Parliament, and she 
says it is a big purpose, it is a high 
goal, but I suspect it should be Ameri
ca's purpose too, the shared purpose of 
millions of people from the whole con- · 
tinent, the continent that once upon a 
time called itself the New World. 

And I would say to our President, if 
he is listening this evening, and others 
who are listening tonight, to hear from 
a women who is a human rights activ
ist in Mexico bears repeating in this 
Chamber of our free people because, in 
fact, these words cannot be uttered on 
the floor of the Parliament of Mexico 
in Mexico City. In fact, I cannot even 
read in to the RECORD the name of this 
woman this evening. But she has a vi
sion of not just this continent, but of 
South America and our neighbors in 
the Caribbean that goes far beyond this 
particular treaty. 

We need to give people who have this 
type of vision a chance to have their 
ideas enacted as we move into the 21st 
century. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD 
this evening an alternative to NAFTA 
written by a leader in Mexico. God 
bless her. 

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to yield 
my 60-minute special order this 
evening to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. MCINNIS]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

MULTIPLE USE OF PUBLIC LANDS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MciNNIS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. MciNNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take the opportunity this 
evening, I know we have had a lot of 
discussions in the last few days in re
gards to grazing on public lands, and I 

think it is necessary tonight for us to 
take a little time, sit back and get a 
picture of what the history looks like 
in regards to the public lands. 

I, of course, am elected from the 
Third Congressional District of the 
State of Colorado. That particular dis
trict contains about 90 percent of the 
public lands in the State of Colorado. 
In Colorado we have about 20 million 
acres, 20 million acres of public lands. 

Let us start back more or less at the 
beginning of the country and talk 
about how public lands came about. 
Many of my colleagues recall the say
ing, "Go West, young man." That all 
started when the United States decided 
that it wanted to expand this Nation, 
this newly conceived Nation from the 
Atlantic Ocean to the Pacific Ocean. 
And in carrying out that manifest des
tiny, so to speak, they decided, the 
government decided at that point that 
they wanted to give incentives so that 
the settlers would move toward the Pa
cific Ocean. 

That occurred. There were a lot of in
centives. You may remember some of 
the Gold Rush days, the land give
aways and so on. But what occurred in 
the early days of that wave of people 
going from the Atlantic Ocean to the 
Pacific Ocean is that not a lot of them 
stopped in the mountains. They did not 
stop in the Colorados, and they did not 
stop in the Wyomings, and they did not 
stop in the Oklahomas or the Utahs. 
They went through that area and went 
to the Pacific. 

The Federal Government wanted 
communities in the mountain States. 
The Federal Government wanted set
tlements in the mountain States. They 
wanted grazing, they wanted harvest
ing of the beautiful natural resources 
that we have, the timber. So what they 
did was they offered special incentives 
under the Homestead Act, or the 
Desert Lands En try Act or some of the 
other acts our history books would 
show us to try and get the people that 
were going to the West, these bold, 
young, tough settlers to go ahead and 
stay in some of these mountain States 
and to try and to develop that commu
nity as a part of a growing nation. And 
a lot of people did so. 

In fact, in the mountains of Colorado 
it has often been assumed that the first 
people to settle there were the cattle
men. That is not true. It was the min
ing community and the miners. The 
cattlemen came later to provide food 
for the miners. Then, of course, we had 
the railroads and so on. 

As part of the incentives the U.S. 
Government gave away land, and dur
ing the first part of the last century 
that is how they gave the incentives, 
and really the energy for these people 
to go out, and that is to give land to 
these settlers so that they went to 
these Mountain States they could get a 
start, they could have a head start, and · 
hopefully they could develop commu
ni ties. It worked very well. In fact, 
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many small communities began pop
ping up all over the mountains. 

It is interesting. I am sure a lot of 
you vacation in the State of Colorado 
and you have been up in that very high 
country. You can get very high in the 
Mountains and you will see the re
mains of old settler camps. You can 
imagine how hard the life must have 
been back then. 

But as the turn of the century came, 
the Federal Government began to 
change its policy. The Federal Govern
ment decided that it should adopt the 
policy of instead of giving away the 
land that the Government would no 
longer dispose of the land but keep its 
land within its own ownership. That 
was the policy, that while there was 
some disagreement, most people agreed 
with it. 

But the basic ingredient, and prob
ably the most critical ingredient that 
we need to discuss today, was the in
centive that the Government kept in 
the program in order that these com
munities, which by then had been un
derway for many many years, and the 
traditions of the Western life, which 
was the dream of most of the people in 
this fine young country, the policy was 
to allow those people to continue mul
tiple use, multiple use of the public 
lands. No longer would this Federal 
Government dispense with the Federal 
lands. Instead it would keep the Fed
eral lands, but allow multiple use of 
those Federal lands, and that is the 
policy that is in effect today. 

But sadly, I must report to all of my 
colleagues, I think it is under serious 
threat by people who I think have very 
little knowledge of the history of how 
these public lands came about, by peo
ple who are more concerned about their 
own personal agendas than they are 
about the tradition and the genera
tions of families that settled back in 
the Colorado Rockies, or the Wyo
mings, or the Oklahomas, or the 
Kansases. 
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What is multiple use? What is mul
tiple use? Let us talk about multiple 
use. 

Multiple use on public lands means 
that while the Government owns the 
land, it has the philosophy that that 
land should be used for many different 
purposes. 

Let us take an example: the environ
ment. There are a lot of people in this 
country, and in fact I am proud to say 
I think the majority of people in this 
country, who want a beautiful environ
ment. 

So one of the things that the Govern
ment first did with its lands was to 
begin to name parks, set aside things 
like the Yellowstone National Park up 
in Wyoming, like the Rocky Mountain 
Flat Park in Colorado. They began to 
set aside forests, like the White River 
National Forest in the State of Colo-

rado; beautiful areas were. to be pre
served for the future. 

But they did not put all of these 
areas in a park. They did not put all of 
these areas in a national forest. They 
sat down and, I think, through very 
long studies said a portion of this 
should be used as protection-they did 
not use the word "environment" back 
then, but that is the word we use 
today-protection of those resources in 
its primitive form so that people can 
see what this country was like many, 
many years ago. 

A portion of these public lands need 
to be used to support agricultural com
munities. A portion of these lands 
needs to be used for recreation. Back 
then they never even heard of skiing. 
They did not hear of some of the 
things, rafting of the rivers, at least 
not rafting the rivers for recreation. Of 
course, they were rafting the river with 
primitive rafts, nothing like we are 
using. But their recreation was hunt
ing, so they preserved a part of that for 
hunting. They preserved a part of the 
Federal lands for transportation of 
water because in States like Colorado. 
Colorado is the only State of the Union 
where all of our water runs out of the 
State, none of the water comes into the 
State. And the very finest and purest 
water, of course, falls like snow on the 
top of the mountains and it is nec
essary to store water, necessary to 
move water by ditch, by canal, by pipe
line. The Federal Government knew 
that was · going to be necessary, and 
they preserved lands for that. 

In fact, that policy became so strong
ly embedded-that is, the policy of 
multiple use-so strongly embedded in 
the Government's agenda that still 
today you can travel into these Federal 
lands and you will see a big sign that 
says, "You are now entering the White 
River National Forest," and under
neath the sign it says, "A land of many 
uses.'' 

A land of many uses: Well, I think 
there is a strong attempt to ignore 
that history, to ignore the traditions of 
the ranching families, the families who 
for generations have worked with the 
land, who love the land, who care for 
the land, who made the land produc
tive. 

They want to take that sign that 
says, "The land of many uses," and re
place it with a sign that says, "No tres
passing.'' 

What are some other multiple uses 
that a lot of us do not even think 
about? You know, in the big cities like 
Washington, DC, and so on, you have 
cellular telephones, you have all kinds 
of the ability for communications. But, 
of course, in the mountain country, in 
the remote rural of America, it is nec
essary for us to use satellites, micro
wave beams; just the same as it is nec
essary for us to transport water in ca
nals and in ditches across large areas 
of land, it is also necessary for us to 

put on the high mountain peaks radio 
antennas, microwave equipment, so 
that we too in the mountain areas and 
the rural areas of America can share in 
the great communication accomplish
ments that our country has. 

So the location of towers, as I men
tioned earlier, water storage on Fed
eral lands. Recreation, there are prob
ably not many of you in this room who 
have not enjoyed recreation on public 
lands, whether ' it is a nature walk 
through Yellowstone, rafting down the 
Colorado River, or going through Dino
saur National Park in the northeast 
corner of Colorado and Utah, or wheth
er it is skiing at one of the fine ski 
areas in one of those States. 

It could be hunting, it could be hik
ing, it could be taking a mountain bike 
and enjoying the public lands in that 
sense. All of that is recreation. 

Some of you will have heard in the 
last few weeks that the multiple use of 
the Federal lands is draining the Fed
-eral budget, that that is the cause of 
the Federal deficit, that it is not carry
ing its own load. Let us look and see 
which industries are the heaviest sub
sidized. Recreation is, of course, the · 
heaviest subsidized multiple use on 
Federal lands. But does that mean they 
are not carrying their fair share? To an 
extent, it does. But to an extent it does 
not, because a lot of these people 
helped watch that land, they were kind 
of chaperones of the lands. What is 
really happening back here, in my 
opinion, is that there is a strong effort 
for people to mask their own agenda 
with very pretty words, "Cheese"; pro
environment means you want single 
use of the environment; pro-environ
ment means there is no room for 
ranchers, generations of families that 
have worked on that land, depended on 
that land, raised their families on that 
land. They put all kinds of buzzwords 
to put a pretty face on their own per
sonal agenda. And it cannot work. 
They are going to ruin, they are going 
to ruin the history of this country and 
a very proud tradition; they are going 
to ruin many, many families and lives; 
they are going to wipe out agriculture 
on the public lands. 

We need to maintain a balance, that 
commonsense ingredient that some
times is very difficult to find amongst 
politicians and bureaucrats. 

How do we do that? I think what we 
have to do is to study very carefully 
each of these uses and the importance 
that they have in those communities. 
We have to give heavy weight to the 
history and to the families that live on 
those particular areas that are going to 
be affected. 

It is somewhat discouraging to hear, 
especially as you come back here to 
the Nation's Capital, that there seems 
to be more weight giveR to people who 
do not make a living off those lands, 
who do not live on the lands that are 
being affected, but yet their opinion 
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and their pushing of non-use of these 
lands, pushing these lands to single 
use, seems to carry the day. 

So we need to slow that down. The 
best way we can slow that down, in my 
opinion, is to begin to try and educate 
the importance of multiple use. There 
is plenty of room for everyone on those 
public lands. You need to have timber 
harvests, it needs to be managed care
fully. If you have somebody who vio
lates it, they need to be punished se
verely. We need to have national parks, 
we need to have wilderness areas, such 
as the one we just put into the 3d Con
gressional District in the State of Colo
rado; we need to allow for exploration, 
some exploration of minerals; we need 
to allow people who want to ski; we 
need to allow the mountain bikes up 
there; we need to allow the people who 
would like to hike or people who 
maybe are too elderly to hike who love 
to drive up and enjoy the mountains 
and that country. 

Those are some of the things that I 
think are going to be very, very impor
tant to us. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California, [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I just wanted to add, as I have lis
tened to his discussion about the need 
for multiple use of property, public 
property, and the need to allow Ameri
cans to use this land, I have a lot of 
this property in my district also. You 
know, we have a series of legislative is
sues coming before us, bills coming be
fore us that basically lock out the pub
lic. There is a definite difference be
tween preserving the public lands, pro
tecting the public lands, and protecting 
the public lands from public use; that 
is, letting the American people use 
that land. 

I listened to the gentleman and ap
preciate very, very much his articulate 
statements. I hope we can work to
gether to help maintain, preserve 
America for American use and allow all 
our kids to do all the things on public 
lands that they enjoy: hunting, fishing, 
trailbiking, also our commercial inter
ests, those people who mine and graze 
cattle and do all the other things that 
good stewards of our land do. 

So I thank the gentleman and I look 
forward to listening to the rest of his 
remarks. 

0 2130 
Mr. MciNNIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman from California for his 
contribution. 

I think it is important to the gen
tleman from California and to all my 
colleagues and, of course, the people 
who are able to observe some of the 
comments that we are able to make, 
that we keep a very, very close eye on 
one of the most important ingredients 
that made this country great, and that 
is the opportunity to enjoy the owner-

ship of land. I can remember as a small 
child it was always my dream someday 
to own some acreage, to have a horse, 
to have the opportunity to have a 
home. 

As we move into this next decade, I 
am very concerned that the strength of 
private property is being weakened 
under the guise of the language of the 
public good. 

I think any kind of infringement on 
private property ownership must be 
watched with the same kind of scru
tiny that our government watches 
some of the dissidents and some of 
those policies over the last 20 or 30 
years that took place. 

So for the gentleman from Califor
nia, I look forward in the next few 
days, hopefully we can have a discus
sion on this floor about private prop
erty and some of the threats that we 
see occurring. 

But before we can continue on with 
private property, we need to maintain 
or update, excuse me, an understanding 
of why it is so important that we keep 
multiple use on public lands. 

Let me tell you a short story. I have 
a ranching friend in Colorado. He told 
me that an activist who was not really 
too excited about ranchers being on 
public lands came to the rancher and 
said, "You know, we think we could 
reach an agreement with some of the 
ranching community if we could come 
on to your ranch and see a baby 
growth, just a beginning growth of 
some vegetation, a middle-age growth 
and an old growth of vegetation." 

And the rancher told me that he 
looked at this very young person and 
said, "I completely agree with you, but 
you have forgotten one ingredient. I 
want to be able to come on to this land 
and see what you have asked for, but I 
also want to see a baby rancher, a mid
dle-aged rancher and an old rancher." 

In other words, there is room for 
both. 

So to my colleagues this evening, I 
hope that as we continue our debates 
on grazing and some of these other is
sues that we look at the long-term im
pact of what some of the changes are 
that are being proposed here in this 
U.S. Congress. 

Let me tell you that in the last cou
ple months the Secretary of the Inte
rior, Mr. Babbitt, has proposed not 
only a hike in the grazing fees, but a 
very, very significant change in the 
management of public lands. 

What has discouraged me the most 
about Mr. Babbitt's motives is that it 
appears his own personal agenda is 
moving ahead of the agenda of the in
terests of the people of this country. 

Let me tell you that we recently 
have gotten our hands on an internal 
memo, a memo from Mr. Babbitt's 
right-hand people to the Secretary of 
the Interior, Mr. Babbitt. In that 
memo, the language says: 

Mr. Secretary, we know that it is your in
tent to use the grazing fee increase as a 

straw man to divert attention away from 
these other management issues. 

These are the management issues, 
Mr. Speaker, that I was talking about 
just a few minutes ago that are so crit
ical to the future management of those 
lands. 

So you can see what is happening 
here is to divert everybody's attention 
to grazing fees and then let us sneak 
in, grab the water, let us sneak in and 
put in management changes that will 
be the most dramatic changes, nega
tive changes that we have seen in this 
century. 

The memo goes on even further from 
that, and the gentleman from Califor
nia will be interested in this. The 
memo goes on to say that their own 
records, the Department of the Interi
or's own records show that the riparian 
areas in this country are the best they 
have been in this entire century. 

The memo says further: 
So we must make deliberate attempts to 

show the bad riparian areas. We must be able 
to manage the comments that are coming in 
from the public so that it looks like these 
management changes-
which by the way narrow the oppor
tunity for multiple use-
so that it makes the changes look like they 
are reasonable. 

I have to say to the people of this 
country, the frontiers of the mountains 
and the western states and the plains 
of Kansas, it still exists. It exists with 
people on it. 

In fact, I think it has been made bet
ter by the good and fine people who 
have spent generations out there; but 
slowly and surely, if we continue to let 
the U.S. Congress in Washington, DC, 
chip away at those rights, chip away at 
·those traditions, we are going to be 
reading about ranching communities 
and multiple uses on federal lands in 
our history books. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER}. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, once again I thank the 
gentleman for his good words. I just 
wanted to say one thing about what I 
consider to be one of the most impor
tant American ideals, and that is the 
American conservation ethic. 

The gentleman mentioned that the 
riparian areas are just as good as they 
have been for the last 40 or 50 years 
right now. 

I might add something to that. If you 
look ~t our wild game species, there 
are more white-tailed deer in America 
than there have been for several hun
dred years. There are more white-tailed 
deer in America now than since when 
Lewis and Clark came through the 
great Northwest. 

Our restocking programs for game 
animals have been tremendously suc
cessful. We have more elk than we have 
had in the last 30 or 40 years, more an
telope on the Great Plains in Wyoming 
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and Idaho and Montana and, of course, 
in the great State of Colorado we have 
enormous game herds, because Ameri
cans are good stewards of the land, and 
because they are good stewards of the 
land without a government bureaucrat 
looking over them and making them do 
things, the American conservation 
ethic that is a private ethic is what 
keeps this land in good shape. 

I look forward to working with the 
gentleman toward expanding that con
servation, that private ethic, and pull
ing the bureaucracy out of land use and 
land control. 

Mr. MciNNIS. Mr. Speaker, the com
ments of the gentleman from Califor
nia are well-taken. 

I am very excited about what we 
have done in Colorado, in the Mountain 
States and some of the States sur
rounding in our environment. We are 
learning a lot about how to protect 
that environment; but do you know 

. what, we are able to protect that envi
ronment without running off the 
ranching communities, without de
stroying the skiing opportunities, 
without forcing us to tell the people 
who are riding mountain bikes, you 
can no longer ride your mountain bikes 
or ride your horses, but you can still 
have access to some of the most beau
tiful country in the world. We can do 
both of them. They are not opposite, 
they do not run opposite courses. 

The opportunity for multiple use and 
the opportunity for protection of the 
environment has been proved in Colo
rado; but that is not the agenda, unfor
tunately, of some of our colleagues and 
of some of the bureaucrats in Washing
ton, DC. They think they know best. 
~et me conclude this by simply say

ing that I am looking forward to next 
week. I would like to talk a little 
about the water and the issues of water 
in the West and how important it is. 

I can say that I am very proud to be 
from the West. I think we have a won
derful, wonderful time ahead of us if we 
could just maintain that balance. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that the balance of my time be al
lotted to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
NAFTA AS IT RELATES TO THE STATES 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, may I in
quire how much time is remaining in 
the gentleman's hour? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman has 40 minutes. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding his time 
to us on this issue. 

I would just say before I get into dis
cussion on the other issue, I think it 
really does tie into the issue that the 
gentleman from Colorado was discuss
ing a moment ago, and that is the issue 

of the rights of Federal land use. Those 
of us who come from the West and have 
lived out there understand the need to 
be able to be competitive in our world 
economy. 

As a matter of fact, the cattle ranch
ing business, and I represent a fair 
number of cattle ranchers, has been 
enormously successful in competing in 
what is a very tough environment 
today. In fact, with our neighbor to the 
south of us, the cattle industry has 
been very successful. We have taken a 
very large share of the Mexican cattle 
market, because our cattle are pro
duced more cheaply, because we are 
more productive in our management 
techniques, because we are able to 
produce a better quality of beef. 

So I think all these things lead very 
nicely into the issue that I want to 
take the remaining time to discuss, 
and that is this evening to focus on the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, and specifically how it relates to 
the States, how do States gain from 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, how important is trade with 
Mexico on a State level. 
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Well,. the very simple answer to this, 

and the broad answer, is that Mexico is 
our faster growing export market in 
the world. It is the second most com
mon destination for our manufactured 
goods that are in export, and State-by
State export data show the continued 
importance of trade with Mexico. 

I say to my colleagues, "If you were 
to underscore the importance of this, it 
would be with these words: Virtually 
every State has benefited from the 
rapid growth in United States exports 
to Mexico from 1987 to 1992.'' 

Now, first question, I think, that has 
to be addressed is: Why is this the 
case? How is this so? 

And the simple answer to that is that 
Mexico joined the General Agreement 
on Trade and Tariffs in 1986, and, when 
they did that, they began a systematic 
reduction in their tariff structure, and 
the result is that the United States, 
with our more productive processes, 
with our tremendous manufacturing 
techniques, we have been able to sell 
more and more of our goods to Mexico. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. KOLBE. And each and every 
State has gained from that, and I 
would like to yield to the gentleman 
from California, and, as I do that, I 
would point out that his State, the 
State of California, has seen an in
crease in the last 5 years. This is not 
the total amount, but an increase of 
$47.3 billion in additional sales of goods 
to Mexico on an annualized basis in the 
last 5 years, and with that I would like 
to yield to the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Arizona 

[Mr. KOLBE], for yielding to me, and I 
would like to congratulate him for all 
of the effort that he has put into pas
sage of what I clearly believe to be the 
most important domestic and inter
national policy vote we are going to be 
facing here, and I would also like to 
compliment him for his stellar per
formance on the Cable News Network's 
"Crossfire" program which was on a 
couple of hours ago. 

Let me just say, following on the one 
point that my friend made, he said vir
tually every State has seen a tremen
dous increase in the level of exports to 
Mexico over the past 6 or 7 years, and 
the fact of the matter is, with the ex
ception of only two States, we have 
seen an increase in the level of exports 
to Mexico that has ranged from a 100-
to a 300-percent increase in the level of 
exports, and it has come about not 
only because of the fact that the Mexi
can Government joined in 1985, as they 
did, the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade which is designed to de
crease trade barriers, but also due to 
the tremendous level of privatization 
which has taken place in Mexico in 
that same period of time as we watched 
the Mexican Government move from 
Socialist policies toward a bold free
market system. And I think it is very 
important for us to realize that, and we 
are gratified by the fact that so many 
Members of Congress are finally begin
ning to get the message that there are 
tremendous benefits to both sides of 
the border on this issue, and I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

Mr. KOLBE. Certainly, and I hope 
that we will continue this dialog. 

As the gentleman said, the stakes 
have increased so tremendously. Again 
let me emphasize the figures for the 
gentleman's State: 

In 1987 California sold $2.3 billion of 
goods and services to Mexico. Now, 
even in the midst of the recession that 
the gentleman's State has been suffer
ing from, last year they sold $6.6 bil
lion of goods and services to Mexico. 
They are the second highest; no other 
State except Texas sells more to Mex
ico than does the State of California. 

Mr. DREIER. The gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] has convinced me 
to support NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. So, it is almost a three
fold increase right there, and I think 
that is one of the really significant as
pects of this, and I see that my col
league, my friend, from Arizona, is 
over on the other side there, and I 
would be happy to yield to the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. COPPER
SMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, I 
do not want to leave my colleague from 
the Copper State quoting only Califor
nia statistics, and I have some Arizona 
statistics from the State that we share, 
and the point is that it is not just big 
States that have benefited. It is also 
some of the smaller States such as Ari
zona, and in Arizona we have seen total 
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Arizona exports from Mexico in 1987 
were about a little under $650 million, 
are now $1.8 billion, and the most sig
nificant fact, I think, to emphasize is 
the growth that we have seen are in ex
actly those sectors of the economy 
that we want to encourage. Some of 
the areas where we have seen the 
greatest increase are in fabricated 
metal products which is up over 2,800 
percent in that period. Electric and 
electronic equipment, which exports 
from Arizona, grew. This is the growth 
of over $350 million and transportation 
equipment where the absolute dollar 
change was about $300,000. 

Mr. Speaker, these numbers show 
that the types of businesses that have 
benefited from access to the rapidly 
growing Mexican market are generally 
exactly those types of high-growth, 
high-value-added businesses that we 
need to encourage. 

Whatever the cause has been, Mexico 
is growing, and exactly those busi
nesses we need to encourage to be com
petitive have benefited thereby. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman's comments, and 
the gentleman is absolutely correct 
when he talks about the different types 
of products that would benefit so tre
mendously from having a North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement, and I am 
sure that my friend from slightly north 
of me in Arizona, from the Valley of 
the Sun, is aware of the fact that even 
with the tremendous reductions in tar
iffs that has taken place in Mexico 
they continue to have a tariff that is 
21/2 times on average, 21/2 times greater 
than ours--

Mr. COPPERSMITH. And that is just 
an average tariff if th6-

Mr. KOLBE. That is an average tar
iff. 

If the NAFTA were, and I am going 
to cover a few that are not so average, 
but if NAFTA were to be implemented, 
more than 50 percent of all products 
would go to zero the first day of imple
mentation. 

Now that means that basically there 
is going to be a complete reduction in 
taxes by Mexicans on our products. 
Now I cannot understand why some
body is against having the Mexicans re
duce taxes on our products being sold 
in Mexico. That is what the North 
American Free Trade Agreement is all 
about. 

And as the gentleman pointed out, 
some of these products have a much 
higher tariff. For example, our tariff on 
chemicals that come in from Mexico 
are at 4 percent. The tariffs that the 
Mexican applies to our chemicals, and 
it is a huge industry in the United 
States, the chemical industry, is 20 
percent, so the ration is 5 to 1, and 
there is some that is even more than 
that. 

For example, household appliances. 
Now here is an area where Mexico's 
economy, with the growth in dispos-

able income, people have more money 
to buy refrigerators, to buy stoves, to 
buy other things, and yet Mexico con
tinues to apply a 17-percent tariff to 
household appliances, and we apply a 1-
percent tariff, a ratio of 17 to 1. 

I guess we could take the one that is 
the most of all, and that is flat glass 
where there is a 20-percent Mexican 
tariff and there is a three-tenths of a 
percent U.S. tariff, and I see that the 
gentleman from California down there 
in the well has some of these statistics 
shown in a very graphic fashion, and I 
would like to yield to him for a mo
ment to describe some of these. 

Mr. DREIER. Well, I have set it up in 
such a way that I cannot see it, but I 
know that computers are on here first. 
It has an average tariff of 10 percent. 
Actually it is as high as 20 percent for 
computers, for U.S.-manufactured com
puters, going into Mexico, whereas the 
tariff on Mexican computers coming 
into the United States is only 2 per
cent, 2.2 percent, so, as my friend from 
Phoenix has said very accurately, that 
21h times disparity is only an average, 
but it is much greater, and the Presi
dent of IBM has said that if we do not 
pass the North American Free Trade 
Agreement he will have no choice but 
to move more operations to Mexico. 

Why? Because that 10- to 20-percent 
tariff will remain, and unfortunately 
he will have to gain access to the Me xi
can consumer market by moving there 
rather than doing what he would rather 
do, and that is manufacturing in the 
United States. 

Mr. KOLBE. And, as that chart goes 
on to show, that we have no tariffs 
whatever on computer chips, for exam
ple, while the Mexicans apply a 10-per
cent tariff. So, we would have a tre
mendous advantage when the · Mexican 
tariff was reduced. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield--

Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I think that it 
is important to note that the charts in 
front of us show only the relative tar
iffs between the United States and 
Mexico, what happens now, what hap
pens after NAFTA. But what many peo
ple may not realize is that after 
NAFTA the Mexican tariff goes to zero 
only for goods from the United States. 
That 20-percent tariff for computer 
products and 10-percent tariff for com
puter chips remains in place for the 
Japanese and for the Western Euro
peans. What NAFTA does are two 
things. First, it requires far more of 
the Mexicans than it does of us in the 
tariff structure. They have to lower 
their tariffs far more than we need to. 
The second thing it does is ensure pref
erential access to the rapidly growing 
Mexican market for American workers 
and American products. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the comments that the gen-

tleman from Arizona [Mr. COPPER
SMITH] has made because I think they 
very accurately reflect the realities of 
the gains we are going to make with 
this kind of trade agreement. 

I am going to yield in just one mo
ment to the gentleman from Arkansas 
who has been a real stalwart on this 
issue. Before we do and before we leave 
these charts, the next one deals with 
cars, and light trucks and auto parts, 
and I cannot help but make a comment 
about that because we have seen the 
opposition that has come from labor 
unions representing the automobile in
dustry on this agreement. 
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The irony is that automobiles and 

auto parts and truck manufacturers in 
the United States will be among the 
biggest beneficiaries of the Free Trade 
Agreement. To understand why that is 
the case you have to understand what 
the situation is today. There is a law in 
Mexico, very simply put, called the 
Pact, the Auto Pact, which says that if 
you want to ship a car to Mexico, if 
you want to import a car into Mexico 
and sell it, that is, if General Motqrs 
wants to send a light truck down there 
and sell it, you first have to export two 
trucks or two automobiles from Mexico 
to the United States. So that has 
forced manufacturers to establish 
plants in Mexico and to get into the ex
port business. 

With NAFTA, over the course of the 
next 10 years, all of that will change 
and there will be no such limitation. It 
will be possible for manufacturers to 
rationalize their production, do their 
production of automobiles here in the 
United States and ship them to Mexico 
without having the tariffs on them. 

Indeed, even with the initial reduc
tion in tariffs that are expected at the 
beginning of this agreement, the big 
three auto makers estimate that their 
exports of automobiles to Mexico will 
increase from 1,000, which is almost 
nothing, to 66,000 the first year. By the 
end of the 10 years, with full implemen
tation, they expect that they-will have 
exports to Mexico of several hundred 
thousand cars per year. That means lit
erally tens of thousands of auto manu
facturing workers in the United States 
are going to be employed because of 
the sales that we are going to be mak
ing in Mexico. That is tl}e tremendous 
advantage that this agreement has for 
the United States and for workers in 
the automobile industry. 

With that, let me yield to my good 
friend from Arkansas [Mr. DICKEY], a 
close friend, who has really been one of 
the individuals who has worked so hard 
on this to understand what this is 
about. His State is one of our major ag
ricultural producers in this country 
and stands also to benefit from selling 
more agricultural products in Mexico. 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to add to 

this discussion the definition of market 
share. I own two Taco Bells in Pine 
Bluff, AR. We started out in 1985 with 
the idea that we were going to try to 
get all of the market share of Mexican 
food, and we did it. We got as much as 
we could possibly get. 

We then had to move forward, and we 
did it with quality, low cost, cleanli
ness, and speed. 

We then moved into what we called 
the hamburger market share, and we 
went after the hamburger market 
share. We have now started competing 
with the value menu and so forth like 
that, and we now have the market 
share. We are gaining market share in 
that particular industry in the ham
burger business. 

What does that mean as far as this 
NAFTA discussion is concerned? Mar
ket and market availability is the 
most important thing that you can 
have in this business. You can do the 
best job in every way, with quality, 
with speed, with cost, with cleanliness, 
or whatever, and you can only get your 
share of the market. 

When you can find other markets 
that are available, it is imperative that 
you move forward, if in fact you want 
to gain jobs and have your economy 
grow. 

Our United States has hit the ceiling. 
The market share has been cut down. 
It is dwindling. Our global competition 
and our efforts in that direction have 
reached a limit, and we must have mar
ket share. 

Here on our border to the south are 
90 million people who are trying to 
raise their standard of living, trying to 
find ways to buy more products, and we 
have a chance to get that market 
share. What is limiting us right now is 
the tax, or the tariff. We cannot get to 
those people as well as we could with
out the tax. 

The 10,000 jobs we are losing a month 
are an indication of what the market 
share is doing and how our particular 
economy is going. We cannot blame 
that on Mexico. We can blame it on the 
fact we are not competing worldwide, 
and we need to gain more of the mar
ket globally. 

We have got 90 million people, as I 
mentioned, 700 million people in all of 
South America. This, businesswise, is a 
bonanza, a place where we can go and 
sell our goods and export. And when we 
export, we export with salaries and 
jobs that are higher paying than ordi
nary. 

This is something we should have 
ambition for. We should want the mid
dle class to grow in Mexico, for a lot of 
reasons. One is so they can buy more 
American products. 

But we have this tax standing in our 
way. What was mentioned about the 
light trucks and the cars, we have 25 
percent on trucks, 20 percent on cars. 
This is what happens in business. If we 

have got that tax on all of the things 
that we are selling down there, it lim
its our competition. 

If someone wants to move a plant to 
Mexico and they are paying that tax, 
they can finance the construction of 
manufacturing a Mexico building there 
and avoid that tax, which means that 
the 20 or 25 percent that they would 
have to pay is no longer necessary for 
them to pay. It compels plants to look 
at moving to Mexico, even when they 
do not want to. 

It is not even necessary for plants to 
locate there. We have the finest work
ers in the world in the United States. 
There is no question about it. We are 
acting as if we do not. We are acting as 
if somebody in Mexico could give a bet
ter quality product, better productiv
ity, and they cannot. 

So what we are having to do is we are 
having to get our plants and our manu
facturing units, particularly auto
mobiles, to consider moving down 
there to reach this market. 

We cannot deny that we need mar
ket. We cannot deny that there is a 
market down there. So what we do, if 
we vote for NAFTA, we knock those 
barriers down. The people can live in 
the United States, plants can service 
that market share with products from 
America, and we can have our goods 
sent there value-added. 

An indication of that, of the produc
tivity of the American worker, re
cently a European manufacturer moved 
to South Carolina from Europe. They 
had a choice to move to Mexico, but 
they chose not to, because we have the 
best workers. We have the cheapest 
productivity, because our workers can 
do better than anybody else. 

Lee Iacocca said today we can build a 
car in America cheaper than anywhere 
in the world. So why force people to 
consider moving down there with this 
tariff and this tax? 

Speaking of moving, our Arkansas 
assets are tied to the land. We have 
timber and we have agriculture, and 
these are assets that cannot be moved. 
So we are pretty secure. We also are in 
close proximity to the border. 

I am puzzled why anybody from Ar
kansas would ever consider NAFTA a 
bad deal. I would consider that Arkan
sas would get a boon in economics and 
in development of our economy. We 
cannot deny that. But we also have to 
look at America's problems, not just 
those of Arkansas. 

So we hear people say "no" to 
NAFTA from other parts of the coun
try. Historically we have sent our raw 
materials up North and we have gotten 
their value-added sent back to us, 
where we buy it. 

To give an illustration, historically 
we have our workers at $2.50 an hour 
trying to buy cars being built by work
ers who are getting $10 an hour. That is 
the status quo. But what is happening 
is we can get in the same position, ac-

cept the same role in our looking at 
Mexico and South America. Here the 
people who are wanting the status quo, 
who want things to stay the same, do 
they want to keep us in that position? 
I do not think so. Heaven forbid, they 
may consider the fact that they have 
to move to the lower States in the 
South to relocate when the jobs are 
really brought to our area of the coun
try. 

It has been hard struggling like that 
in Arkansas, but we are ready to step 
up and take our position. 

We also have other reasons for the 
opposition. One is political, and it is 
hard to figure. It· is hard to figure how 
jobs, higher paying jobs, can actually 
be any harm to anybody. But it is this 
failure to want to relocate, to adjust, 
to get away from the status quo, that 
is causing this. 

We either can look back, or we can 
look forward, and we are asking you as 
proponents of NAFT A to look forward. 
If we do not pass NAFTA, what hap
pens? Well, we then have the progress 
that Mexico has brought upon itself by 
reducing the tariff, we have that 
progress halted. We have further need 
for immigration, further need to bur
den our system with health care costs, 
schooling costs, welfare, and unem
ployment. We also have enforcement 
problems that come from this. 

So what we are saying is you say 
"no" to NAFTA and you increase the 
chances of that happening. You say 
"yes" to NAFTA and we decrease the 
chances of that happening. So we not 
only make more money on our exports, 
pay more tax revenues, but we have to 
do less as far as defending our borders. 

The other thing that might happen is 
that Japan and Germany are sitting 
wanting us to turn NAFTA down. 
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They want to come in there and build 

these markets. They cannot do it now 
because of our competition, and that 
goes back to market share. But if they 
start building their system of delivery 
and their infrastructure so that they 
can deliver goods to Mexico and Mexico 
has to turn to them and say, here is no 
tariff to you, then we are going to lose 
this market. And it is going to be all 
but impossible to get it back. 

We are going to have trouble explain
ing that to our Nation, to our children, 
and to our grandchildren. 

What we have to do is to look at 
what the status quo will do. It will suf
focate Mexico. It will suffocate us. We 
can look back to nothing. We look for
ward to market share, more jobs, more 
tax revenues, more help for our labor, 
more help for our economy and better 
bargaining power in the global market. 

I say "yes" to NAFTA for these rea
sons, and I think these reasons are 
compelling. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Arkansas for his con
tribution, and I think he is absolutely 
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right when he talks about market 
share and how we build that. 

When we speak about market share, 
one of the States that has done so well 
in that regard is the State of Washing
ton, which in the last 5 years, with 
Mexico alone, has increased its exports 
by $482 million, a rather substantial 
figure, one of the top 10 States, as a 
matter of fact, in terms of the in
creases of exports to the country of 
Mexico. 

I yield to the gentleman from Selah, 
WA [Mr. INSLEE], on this issue. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate that, and the gentleman is cor
rect. The State of Washington has 
paved the way to show the importance 
of free and fair trade with Mexico. And 
as you have pointed out, the State of 
Washington has created over 2,000 new 
jobs in the last 5 years because we have 
had a certain medicine we have used 
for this problem of jobs and job loss in 
this country. 

The people we represent, they want 
job creation. They want better wages. 
And in the State of Washington, we 
have had some medicine we have 
taken. And that is fair trade with Mex
ico. 

That medicine has been that we have 
got Mexico to bring down, to knock 
down their tariff barriers half of what 
they used to be 5 years ago, and the re
sult of taking that medicine is that we 
have created over 2,000 new jobs in my 
State alone. 

The problem is, we have not solved 
that sickness down in Mexico, as pre
vious speakers have alluded to. We still 
have a 10-percent tariff sickness that 
we have got to cure in Mexico so that 
we can create more jobs. 

Americans who may be watching this 
debate this evening wonde!' whether 
this is going to be a job creator or, as 
the opponents argue, it is a job loser. It 
is kind of like, it seems to me, as if we 
have a sickness. Who would we trust to 
decide what medicine to take. It seems 
to me if we had pneumonia, we would 
trust a doctor. We would not trust 
someone who is a bus driver or a law
yer. We would trust a doctor. 

In this case, look what people who 
have studied this issue say. They have 
awarded, in the international commu
nity, 12 Nobel Prizes to economists who 
are American in the past 30 years, and 
what do these Nobel Prize-winning 
economists say? Every single one of 
them says this is going to be a job cre
ator and a wage enhancer in this coun
try. And it seems to me that we need to 
give some credence to the people who 
have studied this, including all six 
Presidents who have said this is a job 
creator. And we know that because in 
the State of Washington it has been ex
actly that. 

Let me just close by saying one 
thing: More importantly than the 
Nobel Prize winners, more importantly 
than the Presidents, let me tell you 

who else believes NAFTA is a good deal 
for America. That is the people I meet, 
who are working people. 

I went back and met with some work
ing people last week in my district. I 
said, "Folks, if I could knock down a 
Mexican trade barrier that is twice as 
high as ours, take theirs from 10 to 0 or 
ours goes to 4 to 0 so you will not have 
to pay that unconscionable tax that 
you are now paying, do you think I 
should do that?" And to a person, they 
said, "You're darn right. Not only do 
we want you to do that, we expect you 
to do that." 

I said, "Fellows, that is NAFTA." 
And when the American people, who 
are the most important, more impor
tant than the Nobel Prize winners, 
more important than Presidents, when 
they learn that this evens the playing 
field with Mexico, they support 
NAFTA. That is why we ought to pass 
it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman's comments. I 
think he has put his finger right on it, 
when he talks about NAFTA is really a 
tax issue. It is an issue of Mexicans 
taxing our exports to their country. 
And when that happens, when they tax 
it, we cannot sell as much product or 
as much services. When we take that 
tax off, we will sell more and that, of 
course, means jobs here in the United 
States. I appreciate the gentleman's 
con tri bu tion. 

I yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG], who comes 
from a State which, because of the 
automobile industry, will be certainly 
very much affected by NAFTA. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. I appreciate the time to partici
pate in this special order. I have 
watched with some humor as the de
bate over NAFTA has escalated in the 
past year. 

It has often been said that truth is 
the first casualty of war. 

Well, in this war of words, the first 
casualty has been our sense of perspec
tive. 

Just look at what we listen to day 
after day. On one side, we have people 
like Ross Perot claiming that passage 
of NAFT A will throw millions of people 
out of work, cause a full blown depres
sion-and I guess, turn us into nomadic 
bands of economic refugees hunting for 
nuts and berries. 

Admittedly, we also have naive 
freetraders who tout the NAFTA as the 
cure for all America's economic ills. 

In reality, NAFTA is not that big of 
a deal. While there is nearly universal 
consensus among economists and busi
ness analysts that NAFTA will create 
jobs and spur export-driven economic 
growth, its overall impact on the U.S. 
economy will be small compared to 
other factors like interest rates, taxes, 
and Government regulation and man
dates. 

But there are notable exceptions
take Michigan for example. Michigan 
is home to arguably the biggest winner 
under NAFTA-the U.S. auto industry. 

It's true, the U.S. auto industry prob
ably stands to gain more from NAFTA 
than any other sector of the American 
economy-and not just for the guys in 
the boardroom. 

This agreement will create new jobs 
at every level: Blue c·ollar and white 
collar, on the line and in the office, de
signers, assemblers, engineers, market
ers, suppliers-you name it. 

Ironically however, the very State 
that stands to benefit most, has be
come the epicenter of NAFTA opposi
tion. 

I personally believe this opposition 
emanates not so much from the details 
of the agreement, but from an 
unfocused fear that America is losing 
its competitive edge. 

After all, Michigan watched for 20 
years as the Big Three's grip over the 
American market dissolved into ruth
less international competition, and 
many workers lost their jobs during 
this transition, as plants were moved 
elsewhere and became increasingly 
automated. 

Because of their experience, I can see 
how some people make the leap and be
lieve that open trade costs jobs. 

But I am here tonight to tell you 
that past experiences do not apply to 
NAFTA. Here's why. 

NAFTA is about lowering Mexican 
tariffs. Presently, Mexico's tariff on 
United States built cars is 20 percent, 
eight times higher than the 2.5-percent 
tariff the United States levies on Mexi
can-built autos. By eliminating them 
all together, the United States obvi
ously comes out ahead. 

But the untold story lies with Mexi
co's nontariff barriers. Right now, they 
essentially say, "If you want to sell 
cars and trucks here, you have to make 
them here.'' 

Specifically, the Mexican Govern
ment requires that American car com
panies maintain an import/export ratio 
of 1.75 to 1 with Mexico. 

That means, if GM or Ford wanted to 
export a $10,000 car to Mexico, it would 
have to import $17,500 worth of vehicles 
and parts from their plants in Mexico 
into the United States. 

Because of these restrictions, Amer
ican carmakers are left with no choice 
but to locate plants in Mexico. 

Consider the most recent example: 
Chrysler will soon introduce its Neon 
subcompact in North America. The 
company plans on selling 300,000 Neons 
in America next year, and 75,000 in 
Mexico. While the main Neon plant is 
located in Illinois, Mexican rules have 
forced Chrysler to build an additional 
plant in Mexico to produce those 75,000 
cars destined for the Mexican market. 

As Chrysler president Bob Lutz stat
ed recently, "If we had NAFTA, we 
wouldn't have had the expense of put
ting in the Mexican facility.'' 
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Under NAFT A, the import/export 

ratio would be halved immediately and 
eliminated altogether over 10 years. 

You will also notice that Chrysler did 
not choose simply to build all of its 
Neons in Mexico. And I doubt they 
opted for U.S. production out of pity 
for the American worker. They located 
here because American workers are 
second to none. 

And, believe it or not, it is actually 
cheaper to build a car here in America 
than it is in Mexico. The Congressional 
Office of Technology Assessment did a 
study on auto production in Mexico. 
They found that because of higher 
parts, shipping, and inventory costs, it 
costs over $400 more to build a car in 
Mexico, regardless of · its cheaper 
wages. 

Yet, because of prohibitive tariffs 
and quotas on United States-built cars, 
we only ship 1,000 cars into Mexico 
each year. If NAFTA is implemented, 
the Big Three plan to increase that 
number to 60,000 in the first year alone. 
And as Mexico's restrictions are phased 
out, that number is sure to grow. 

Taken together, lower tariffs and 
more access to the Mexican market 
means more sales, more profits, and 
more jobs for American auto. compa
nies and their workers. 

Now, let's take a look the three most 
common myths about NAFTA as it re
lates to the auto industry-

Myth No. 1. NAFTA will accelerate 
the movement of car plants to Mexico. 
As I just explained, United States 
carmakers have moved to Mexico be
cause they are forced to by the status 
quo trade policy. But I ask you, if it 
were the intention of the Big Three to 
move their plants south of the border, 
wouldn't they have done so already? It 
makes absolutely no sense that an 
agreement that makes it easier to ex
port cars from the United States would 
somehow act as an incentive for U.S. 
companies to move across the border. 

Myth No. 2. The Mexican people are 
too poor to afford our cars. Trade sta
tistics don't lie. According to the 
International Trade Commission, 
"Mexico has the fastest growing mar
ket for motor vehicle cars in North 
America, and the market in the year 
2000 is expected to be as large as the 
Canadian market." 

In fact, Mexico's need for light and 
heavy trucks is so great, that people 
are actually smuggling them over the 
border and selling them on the black 
market. · 

What's more, NAFTA will allow fi
nancing companies like GMAC to do 
business in Mexico, thus making cars 
more affordable to the average 
consumer. 

Myth No. 3. Under NAFTA, Mexico 
will become a giant export platform 
into the United States. In fact, NAFTA 
prevents foreign automakers from 
dodging tariffs by assembling cars in 
Mexico with imported parts, then ship-

ping them to the United States. Under 
NAFTA, cars built in North America 
must have at least a 62.5 percent local 
part content-local meaning United 
States, Canada, or Mexico--to receive 
duty-free treatment. 

Let me make one final point. There 
is one common theme that runs 
through the arguments of NAFTA's op
ponents--that somehow, Mexican 
workers are dollar for dollar, better 
than their American counterparts. 

I happen to disagree. Like anything 
else, you get what you pay for. Sure, 
Mexican wages are cheaper, but so is 
the workmanship. 

The other day, I was looking through 
the latest issue of "Car and Driver" 
and I was struck by the comments of 
staff writer Frank Markus on the Mexi
can-built Volkswagen Jetta. He writes, 
and I quote: 

The Big Three have been praised for put
ting new models in rental fleets to get real
world feedback on quality control before 
they sell the cars to the public. 

VW expanded this idea by selling a full 
year's production of the Mexican-built Jetta 
and Golf in Mexico before bringing the cars 
here. So our test car can be assumed to rep
resent normal series production quality. 

Unfortunately, the four cylinder engine 
was reluctant to start, the reasonably styled 
dash buzzed, and the manual windows re
quired incredibly high effort plus a zillion 
cranks. Can we pllleeease have all our Jettas 
built in Germany? 

Again, you get what you pay for. 
On average, the wages of American 

manufacturing workers are paid 4.6 
times more than their Mexican coun
terparts, but they are also 4.5 times 
more productive, making the so-called 
wage differential is really is nonissue. 

The State of Michigan and the U.S. 
auto industry needs NAFTA now. 

We need the lower tariffs; we need to 
be rid of onerous quotas and import re
strictions; we need to use our extra 
production capacity, now going to 
waste, to serve Mexico's burgeoning 
market; and above all, the world needs 
the quality automotive products that 
only American men and women can 
build. 

It's time to put the rhetoric aside 
and do the right thing: pass NAFTA. 

D 2210 
Mr. KOLBE. I think the gentleman 

from Michigan for his comments. I can
not think of a more lucid explanation 
of what this really means. 

I note in my list where it states rank, 
that Michigan is the fourth ranking 
State in terms of total exports to Mex
ico, despite its distance from the bor
der. It is interesting, the first three are 
Texas, then California, and now, I 
might add, Arizona. We used to be 
fourth, behind the gentleman, but now 
we are third. We passed him up just 
last year. 

Mr. Speaker, it is still indicative of 
the importance of this trade, the fact 
that Michigan has such a tremendous 

trade with Mexico. Of course, it is very 
largely in the area of auto parts. 

Another individual, if I might, who 
has very recently been talking about 
this issue, I know in his own State, is 
an individual for whom I have the 
greatest respect. I yield to the gen
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
MACHTLEY]. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk about a 
few issues surrounding NAFTA. Today 
a Mr. Charles Reid and his son, Charles 
Reid, came at their own expense to 
Washington to try and talk to us in 
Congress about the real world, what 
happens beyond the beltway. They are 
in the import-export business. They 
have been dealing with Mexico for 
many years. They are in the gallery at 
this moment, because they care about 
making sure that the truth of NAFTA 
is promoted, and not many of the false
hoods and exaggerations which the op
ponents of N AFT A have tried to per
petrate on the American people. 

The truth is that the Mexican econ
omy is really one-twelfth the size of 
the United States economy. They have 
less than 5 percent of our gross domes
tic product. There is no question that 
they are not in the same economic 
league as the United States. They are 
going to reduce their tariffs by an aver
age of about 10 percent. We are going 
to reduce our tariffs by an average of 
2.8 percent. 

We, as the major manufacturer of 
consumer products in the world, are 
going to have an enormous benefit, 
much greater than Mexico. Despite 
what some may say about this great 
sucking sound which will occur in Mex
ico, the reality is that if businesses 
wanted to go to Mexico, they would al
ready be there. 

Clearly there is a differential in 
wages. As Michael Porter has indicated 
in his research from Harvard, wages is 
a very small factor in business deci
sions. The factors which affect compa
nies moving are quality of work, edu
cation of workers, productivity, and 
the ability to use technology. 

Many companies have already gone 
to Mexico, and they have come back 
because, while the wages of the Mexi
can worker are very low, their edu
cational structure is very inadequate, 
their training of their workers is at the 
moment very inadequate, their produc
tivity is much less than what we have 
in the United States right now. 

That is not to say that in the future 
they will not be a better society and 
have a better educated work force, but 
today the American worker is still the 
most productive worker in the world. 

If we are willing to understand the 
realities of what we are dealing with 
today, then we are not afraid of com
petition. We will understand that this 
is the beginning of a worldwide trade, 
making sure that we open up this 
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hemisphere and that we are, even more 
importantly, going to tell all of the 
countries in La tin America and South 
America that we are going to help our 
hemisphere. 

President Salinas has done a great 
deal for his country. He has moved it 
towards a more productive and more 
democratic nation. If we turn our 
backs on President Salinas it will send 
the message to all of Latin America 
that we do not care about their 
progress towards democracy. If we turn 
our backs on this agreement, it is my 
opinion that the peso will be devalued, 
that the wages will drop in Mexico, 
that we will have even more people mi
grating into this country, and that the 
problems associated with not passing 
NAFTA are going to be far greater. 

In fact, if we do not pass NAFTA, as 
many companies have told me, from 
large international auto makers to 
small companies who are manufactur
ing goods and sending them into Mex
ico, they will have to go to Mexico be
cause of the content limits on goods 
which are currently in existence in 
Mexico, to open up their plants, to 
build their goods in Mexico. 

It is essential, Mr. Speaker, for this 
country to recognize that if we are 
going to deal in a global marketplace, 
we have to be competitive. That means 
that we have to get rid of these trade 
barriers that we can see. The chemicals 
have a 10 percent to a 20 percent trade 
barrier that Mexico is willing to drop, 
15 percent for pharmaceuticals, and in 
my State of Rhode Island, they have a 
tariff on textiles of 14 to 20 percent. In 
my State, which does a lot of textiles, 
we are actually going to benefit. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a lot of labor in 
our State. We have a lot of people who 
are concerned about jobs. Unfortu
nately, this NAFTA agreement has, I 
think, crystallized the fears of Amer
ican workers who have lost their jobs, 
thinking that this is the reason, or 
that it will precipitate more losses of 
jobs in the future. 

My view is, frankly, it is going to 
help our economy. In my State, which 
has created the industrial revolution 
with the creation of the Slater mill in 
the early 1700's, we increased our ex
ports to Mexico this last year alone 
from $21 to $44 million, a 77-percent in
crease. NAFTA is good for jobs in 
America. It is good for our leadership. 
With that, I would like to turn it back 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. We 
have heard here tonight representa
tives from six States, from Arizona, 
from California, from Michigan, from 
Washington, from Arkansas, from 
Rhode Island, talk about how NAFTA 
is going to increase jobs in their State. 
During the course of the next several 
weeks we will have an opportunity to 
continue this discussion about why 

NAFTA is good for jobs, is good for 
America, is good for the American 
worker. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CON SID ERA TION OF 
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 281, 
FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-304) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 282) providing for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 281) 
making further continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1994, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE 
TRADE AGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
once again this evening with my col
leagues, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. STUPAK], the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN], the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR], and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KLINK], to talk 
about the North American Free Trade 
Agreement. 

To be honest, Mr. Speaker, the longer 
this debate goes on, and the more I lis
ten to the arguments of the people in 
favor of this treaty, once again I can
not help but think of that story about 
those two brothers who went up to the 
wilds of Canada to hunt moose. 

They hunted for a week, and each of 
them had bagged a huge moose. 

When their pilot landed to take them 
home, he saw all their gear and the two 
moose and said, "I can't fly you two 
out of here with all that stuff. The load 
will be too heavy." 

One of the brothers said: "I don't un
derstand. Last year, each of us had a 
moose, and the pilot loaded every
thing.'' 

"Well," said the pilot. "I guess if you 
did it last year, I can do it, too." 

So they loaded the plane. It moved 
slowly across the lake, over the trees, 
and toward the mountain. but it was 
too heavy and it crashed in to the 
mountain. 

Luckily, no one was hurt, and as they 
crawled out of the wreckage, one 
brother asked, "where are we?" 

The other brother looked around and 
said, "Oh, about a mile farther than we 
got last year." 

The point, is, the brothers didn't give 
the pilot all the information he needed, 
and the plane crashed. 

NAFTA supporters have been trying 
to keep some information about 
NAFT A from going public because they 

know if the truth comes out NAFTA 
will crash. 

As I said last week, since this debate 
began, there has been a deep, dark se
cret hidden within NAFTA. 

It is something NAFTA supporters 
wouldn't talk about. 

They did their best to hide it. 
And they acted like it didn't exist. 
But the public is catching on. 
The truth is coming out. 
And the more it does, the closer 

NAFTA comes to crashing. 
Mr. Speaker, the deep, dark truth be

hind NAFTA is that it is going to cost 
more than $50 billion to implement. 

$50 billion that we don't have. 
And if NAFTA supporters have their 

way, we're going to be asked to raise 
taxes to pay for it. 

NAFTA supporters want us to raise 
taxes in order to send our jobs to Mex
ico. 

And make no mistake about it, Mr. 
Speaker. NAFTA will send our jobs to 
Mexico. 

We have lost 500,000 jobs to Mexico 
the past 12 years, and NAFTA will send 
another 500,000 jobs to Mexico. 

How do we know? Because business 
leaders told us so. 

Do not take my word for it. Listen to 
their own words. 

0 2220 
Mr. Speaker, I put these charts up 

because I think they make my points 
better than I personally could make 
them. 

Last year, the Wall Street Journal 
asked business leaders what impact 
NAFTA would have on their business 
decisions. 

I think the headline just about says 
it all. It reads, "Heading South: U.S. 
Companies Plan Major Moves Into 
Mexico". 

The study found that, "in a sign of 
American eagerness to expand in Mex
ico, 40 percent of respondents say it's 
very likely or somewhat likely that 
they will shift some production to Mex
ico in the next few years. That share is, 
even higher-55 percent-for executives 
at companies with $1 billion a year in 
sales.'' 

Let me say that again: If NAFTA 
passes, 55 percent of America's largest 
businesses said they'd move manufac
turing to Mexico the next few years. 

And what's more damning is what 
they said about wages. 

Even if they don't move directly to 
Mexico, the poll found that "about one
quarter of executives surveyed say 
they are very likely or somewhat like
ly to use the trade accord as a "bar
gaining chip" to try to hold down 
wages in the U.S." 

Again, one out of every four business 
executives said they'd use NAFTA to 
force down our standard of living. 

And this is just what they'd admit. 
When you look at their track record 
the past 10 years, you know the reality 
has got to be a lot worse. 
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And on top of all that, we are going 

to be asked to raise taxes to make it 
all happen. 

Now you have American business 
suggesting to us that they will move 
down to Mexico once NAFTA is passed 
in huge numbers, 40 percent in one in
stance, 55 percent in the other. Twen
ty-five percent say they are going to 
lower wages. 

Now what does the Mexican Govern
ment have to say about all of this? 
Well they say very clearly, very clear
ly, Mr. Speaker, in this chart right 
here that we have been showing for the 
last few months that you can come 
down to Mexico if you have a business 
and you can pay workers, with bene
fits, less than a dollar an hour. You can 
save $15,000 per worker, and you and 
your plant manager can live very well. 

So we have the government inviting, 
the Mexican Government inviting busi
ness down, and business in this country 
saying we are going. 

I do not have to make the case, BART 
STUPAK does not have to make the 
case, SHERROD BROWN, MARCY KAPTUR, 
RON KLINK, and my independent friend 
from Vermont, BERNIE SANDERS, we do 
not have to make the case. The busi
ness communities in this country as 
well as the Government of Mexico have 
made the case, and they want us to use 
your taxes to send our jobs there. 

If that doesn't sound like the straw 
that broke the camel's back, I don't 
know what is. 

Mr. Speaker, we have come to this 
floor once a week for the past 5 months 
to talk about NAFTA. 

We have talked about the high .cost 
of implementing NAFTA. 

We have talked about the fact that 
the European Community took 40 years 
and spent over $100 billion the past 4 
years to integrate economies much 
closer than ours and Mexicos. 

And in all that time, we have not 
been able to find one NAFTA supporter 
who would come forward and tell us 
how they were going to pay for this 
treaty. 

Not one person could tell us how, in 
these tight budgetary times, we were 
going to make up the $2.5 billion we'll 
lose in tariff revenue under NAFTA, 
every year. 

Or how we'll pay the $21 billion it 
will cost to clean up the environmental 
cesspool on the border. 

Or how we'll pay the $15 to $20 billion 
the Secretary of Commerce has told us 
it will cost to rebuild roads, bridges, 
and sewer systems along the border. 

Not one person has come forward to 
tell us where we're going to find the $10 
billion that Texas alone has requested 
to implement NAFTA. 

Or where we'll find the $5 billion-plus 
it will cost to replace workers whose 
jobs leave for Mexico. 

Or where we'll find the money to pay 
increased unemployment benefits ex
pected, or increased agriculture price 

supports that NAFTA will force, or 
extra customs inspectors to stop drugs 
from coming over the border. 

Not one person could tell us how 
we'll make up the loss of revenue and 
dislocation costs we experience when 
500,000 workers lose their jobs. 

Like I said earlier, all told, even con
servative estimates of the cost of im
plementing NAFTA say that it will 
cost the United States somewhere be
tween $40 -$50 billion. 

That is $50 billion. 
That's the $50 billion question 

NAFTA supporters have been ducking 
for 5 months. 

That's the $50 billion question that 
not a single NAFTA supporter would 
come forward to answer, only because 
the answer is one of two things. 

You cut existing entitlement pro
grams or programs you raise taxes. 

Two weeks ago, the New York Times 
reported that the administration is 
planning to double customs, immigra
tion, and agricultural fees in order to 
pay for the tariff revenue loss from 
NAFTA. 

It also says that the administration 
has been looking at imposing border 
crossing fees on trains, trucks, and in
dividuals who cross the border. 

And that's just the beginning. 
According to the story, U.S. Trade 

Representative Mickey Kantor said 
that "there are a number of different 
alternatives" under consideration. He 
says: "Higher customs fees are only 
one of them. We've looked at 15 or 20" 
different alternatives. 

And when an aide was asked to cite 
what areas they were looking at as al
ternatives, he said, "Medicare, disabil
ity, and Social Security.'' 

Now, Mr. Speaker, are they really 
considering taking money from Social 
Security in order to pay for NAFTA? 

Are they really thinking about tak
ing money from Medicare in order to 
pay for this treaty? 

Are they really considering ways to 
use money from disability payments to 
come up with the money for NAFT A? 

Well, if they are, they better think 
again. We're not touching Social Secu
rity or Medicare to pay for this fatally 
flawed treaty. 

Of course, after this report came out, 
some of NAFTA's strongest supporters 
sent a letter to the White House saying 
they could not support a NAFTA which 
includes tax increases." 

And if NAFTA's strongest supporters 
say that, you know it's got to be bad. 

But even still, today Budget Director 
Leon Panetta came out of a meeting on 
NAFTA financing and said that 
NAFTA would have to be paid for by ei
ther increasing taxes or cutting enti
tlement programs. 

And he added, that cutting Social Se
curity, and Medicare, and disability 
payments "to pay for the trade agree
ment would be even more controver
sial" than tax increases. 

But, he said,•he is willing to listen to 
possible entitlement cut suggestions, 
but so far he has not heard any. 

Keep in mind, Mr. Speaker, right now 
we're not talking about the $50 billion 
price tag of implementing NAFTA. 

We're just talking about how to 
make up the $2.5 billion that we'll lose 
in tariff revenue under NAFTA. 

Earlier today, the Senate Finance 
Committee in the other body voted to 
extend the proposed NAFTA disloca
tion program from 18 months to 5 
years. By doing that, they added $47 
million to the price tag. And they 
couldn't even come up with a way to fi
nance that. 

If we can't even find $47 million
that's with an m-how are we supposed 
to find $50 billion-with a b-to pay for 
NAFTA? 

Are we going to be asked to raise 
taxes in order to send our jobs to Mex
ico?· 

Are laid-off autoworkers in Michigan 
going to have their taxes raised to 
clean up environmental waste coming 
from Mexican factories that took their 
jobs? 

Are garment workers in North Caro
lina going to have their taxes go up to 
pay for new bridges carrying products 
from Mexico that used to be made in 
North Carolina? 

Are laid-off furniture workers in 
California going to have their tax bill 
go up to rebuild the roads that carried 
the trucks that took their jobs and 
their factories to Tijuana? 

Are workers in the Northeast and the 
Midwest who lose jobs going to be 
asked to pay extra taxes out of their 
unemployment checks to help with 
economic development in border States 
that have taken their jobs? 

Where does it end, Mr. Speaker? 
Well, I say it's got to end here. 
The buck has got to stop here. 
We have got to defeat this treaty 

here. 
There's no question who will pay the 

costs of NAFTA. 
The American people will pay the 

costs. 
In lost jobs. 
In a lower standard of living. 
In higher taxes. 
In uprooted families. 
In decimated communities. 
And the years spent wondering how 

we will put the lives of our families and 
our neighbors back together after 
NAFTA will be extremely difficult. 

0 2230 

America's business leaders them
selves told us they will use NAFTA to 
send our jobs south and force wages 
down. They told us that. We cannot af
ford these social costs, we cannot af
ford these human costs, we cannot af
ford these economic costs, and we can
not afford to raise tax&s in order to 
send our jobs to Mexico. This charade 
has gone on long enough. We have got 
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to stand up and when we vote on this 
on the 17th or whenever they call it up 
under the administration, we have got 
to say "no" to this NAFTA. 

I would be happy at this time to yield 
to my distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] 
and then to the gentleman from Ohio 
and others so that they may contribute 
to this dialog. I thank them for staying 
so late tonight to inform the American 
people and our colleagues about their 
deep concern over this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding and for organizing this spe
cial order on NAFTA tonight. 

You know, the gentleman mentioned 
the Wall Street Journal article which 
over a year ago, September 24, 1992, 
was that poll in which they indicated 
55 percent of the major companies 
would be moving their plants to Mexico 
if NAFTA passes. Probably a more dis
gusting statistic is that 25 percent are 
already using the threat of NAFTA, 
moving their jobs, moving our jobs to 
Mexico, if our employees do not take 
lesser wages. They have been beating 
them over the head with this North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

We could go on and on about how bad 
NAFTA is and how terrible it would be 
for our country. 

I would like to read a letter from a 
constituent of mine, Adolph Kratt. Mr. 
Kratt is a retiree. He lives up in Hub
bell, MI. Hubbell is the copper country 
of Michigan, where the snow has al
ready fallen. The copper country was 
the home of the first mining boom in 
this country. Copper was the ore that 
they mined. 

Today on this floor I argued for some 
money to create the Keew National 
Park to honor the labor of those first 
miners which gave birth to the U.S. 
labor movement. But more than money 
for the national park honoring his 
labor, Mr. Kratt asked a more fun
damental question that I think we 
should all be asking ourselves. I will 
start with the second paragraph of this 
letter. 

It says: 
I am going to tell you a true story and ask 

you what you think. My wife and I went up
town , we bought a new car, one of the most 
popular makes. I then went to the K-Mart, 
we needed house slippers and a mason trowel 
and home light switch, my wife needed a 
saucepan. When washing the saucepan, my 
wife said this pan is made in Mexico. I 
looked at the switch, and it said, " GE. Made 
in Mexico." The slippers. made in China; the 
trowel made in Japan; and our candy made 
in Germany; our car made in Canada with 
European tires on it. We paid about $20,000 
for all , and not Sl went for American labor. 
Bart, what is wrong with our good old party 
and our Government? Please give me an an
swer. 

Well, Mr. Kratt, what do I think? 
What has happened to our country? I 
think we forgot you, Mr. Kratt, we for
got American pride. With NAFTA, we 

forget, we forgot an American way of 
life, which was our pride in manufac
turing, our pride in mining. Some peo
ple want to ship everything we stand 
for to Mexico. Our textiles, our ap
parel. They want to ship that to Mex
ico. Our auto industry, they want to 
ship that to Mexico; our electrical 
components, they want to ship that to 
Mexico. 

I said Mr. Kratt is a retiree, and I am 
proud of the labor that he performed 
that helped create the high standard of 
living that we enjoy today in the 
United States. Mr. Kratt and his wife 
Irene are retired, but can still go out 
and buy an American car, while maybe 
not made here, certainly sold here in 
the United States. But the point is he 
can buy one. Why? Because of his pen
sion, because of his labors, because of 
his labor union, because of the labor 
movement. 

What is wrong, Mr. Kratt? Mr. Kratt 
hit it on the head: Not $1 went to an 
American worker or to an American 
plant. Yet Mr. Kratt, as his letter stat
ed, he spent $20,000 and not $1 was here 
in this country for our people. 

What will become of our consumers 
when we do not put any money back 
into our plants or back into our Amer
ican workers? Mr. Kratt, we are all 
here tonight to fight for you, to fight 
against NAFTA, to fight for American 
workers, put money back into our 
American plants, into our American 
products. 

We must defeat NAFTA, and maybe 
we will not have some more letters 
such as those we have been receiving 
from people like Mr. Kratt who are 
concerned with American jobs, who are · 
concerned with American labor, who 
are concerned about the American 
economy and who want to protect our 
standard of living. 

Mr. Kratt knows what we all here 
know tonight: We must defeat NAFTA 
to protect the American worker, to 
preserve the American workers, our 
American pride, but most importantly 
our American standard of living. 

I thank Mr. Kratt for writing me that 
letter. I thank him for being so con
cerned, as I know so many Americans 
listening to us tonight are. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
·for his comments and for bringing to 
our attention the concern of his con
stituent. 

It is obviously not something that we 
are not familiar with. We receive these 
letters on a constant basis all year 
round, but they have been particularly 
heavy as a result of this debate that is 
now raging in the country and cer
tainly in this body. 

I think every one of us here can point 
to letters like that that we have re
ceived. People are tired of having our 
jobs shipped overseas or to Mexico, and 
they certainly want us to do something 
about it. We have a wonderful oppor
tunity to do just that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the gen
tleman [Mr. BONIOR]. I echo the words 
of my friend, BART STUPAK from Michi
gan, that there are Mr. Kratts all over 
this country whom you know are not 
economists, they are not newspaper 
editors or newspaper publishers or 
newspaper owners, not corporate ex
ecutives with Fortune 500 companies. 
But they very much feel the fear of 
NAFTA. When 55 percent of American 
executives of large companies say they 
are going south, they are going to 
move a lot of their production to Mex
ico if NAFTA passes, they sense that 
fear. It is a real visceral kind of thing 
for most Americans that the jobs are 
going to go south if NAFTA passes and 
if jobs do not go south corporations in 
this country are going to use NAFTA, 
use the threat of NAFTA going to Mex
ico as a threat to keep wages down, or 
wage givebacks, loss of health care 
benefits and all those kinds of things. 

I want to talk, as Mr. BONIOR did ear
lier, about this whole cost issue. 

There are so many reasons to oppose 
NAFTA, as BART STUPAK and MARCY 
KAPTUR, RON KLINK and BERNIE SAND
ERS and DAVID BONIOR and others who 
said the issues such as food safety, 
truck safety, job loss, depression of 
wages, environmental issues, and all of 
those reasons that NAFTA is a bad deal 
for all of us Americans. The one issue, 
though, as the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] and others have said 
in the last couple of weeks, the pro
ponents do not want to talk about is is 
this a $50 billion new Government pro
gram, $50 billion that this Government 
has to come up with either through an 
increase in taxes or cutting social pro
grams or cutting programs of some 
sort to make up for this money. That is 
a $50 billion new program. 

The problem with that, in addition to 
the overall cost, is the speed with 
which all of this has happened. The Eu
ropean Community took 30 years to 
put together some sort of economic 
unit so it would help all the countries 
in Europe-Greece, Spain, Portugal, 
the poorer countries, arid Germany, at 
least in central western Europe, Ger
many, Sweden, France, and England
the wealthier countries. They took 30 
years to do this. George Bush, 3 years 
ago, set off with fast track on NAFTA 
to try to rush this agreement through 
as a self-imposed deadline. Then when 
Bush wanted to make that announce
ment prior to the election in 1992 to 
help his campaign, and right after the 
election they had the signing real 
quick of the agreement by Mulroney of 
Canada and Bush and Salinas of Mex
ico. Two of the three leaders are out, 
and the third one is soon to be out in 
Mexico. 

The speed with which this adminis
tration wants us to get a vote on 
NAFTA, hurrying up to the side agree
ments, hurrying up with this November 
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17 vote, hurrying up so that on Decem
ber 31 or January 1 the agreement will 
go into effect. They have rushed and 
rushed and rushed through this proc
ess, and then all of a sudden, when Mr. 
BONIOR comes forward and says, "How 
are you going to pay for this $50 billion 
program," they do not have any an
swers. 

They have rushed through this, one 
issue after another issue, and never fig
ured out how to tell the American peo
ple what they are going to do because 
they do not have the answers as to how 
they are going to pay the $50 billion. 

Some people want us to see a tax in
crease, the Republicans have said we 
are not for tax increases, we are for 
cuts, but they will not tell us what the 
cuts are. They just say, OK, "Pass 
NAFTA and then · we will figure out 
what the cuts are and how much they 
are going to hurt the American peo
ple." 

0 2240 
The fact is that it is a bad idea. It is 

bad to rush this through. They are not 
being honest. They had a closed hear
ing in the Ways and Means Committee 
today to figure out how they are going 
to raise this revenue, to figure out how 
they are going to make the cuts, how 
to make up this $50 billion one way or 
another. 

It is just one more reason, almost as 
good a reason as the others we have 
cited, why it is a bad idea. Clearly, a 
$50 billion new Government program is 
not what the people want, especially 
when that new program costs jobs, de
presses wages, and does all the other 
things that NAFTA hurts us as a coun
try·. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for his contribution. I 
just want to underline and underscore 
again the choices that we are facing 
here. 

Assuming we are going to go ahead 
and do this NAFTA thing, which I fer
vently believe that we will not do, we 
will defeat it, but let us assume it is 
going ahead. The choice the people who 
support it will have to make is that 
they are going to have to raise taxes. 
They are going to have to waive the 
Budget Act, get the votes to do that, so 
that we can add it to the deficit, or 
they are going to have to cut some en
titlement programs to make up the 
horrendous dollar costs of this thing. 
That is it. 

The payback on that, even if you be
lieve the rosiest of scenarios is down 
the line, a decade or a generation 
away. 

So the question that supporters of 
this have to face is are they willing to 
raise taxes on the American people to 
send their jobs south to Mexico. Are 
they willing to cut Social Security, 
Medicare, disability insurance, what 
are they willing to do to pay for this 
program that the American people do 

not want. Every poll that I have seen 
now shows a widening margin of people 
disagreeing, despite the $25 million or 
$30 million that the administration is 
putting into ads in the campaign. 
Every poll is showing the American 
people sense this is a bad deal. 

The Canadians will probably throw 
out their government over this issue of 
trade. 

The latest polls in Mexico, the ones 
taken in Mexico City show a huge drop, 
down to 32 percent that support this 
treaty. The rest do not feel this treaty 
is worth it or worth going through on. 

So the support is eroding and it is 
eroding simply because people try to do 
this at the top. The elites try to do it, 
the corporate leaders, the political 
leaders, without consulting the people 
who actually do the work and will pay 
the costs on this thing. That is why the 
bottom is falling out on this. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentlewomen from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] 
who has been so staunch and strong in 
her disagreement with this, and then I 
will move to my friends from Vermont 
and Pennsylvania. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] so very much for his strong 
and continuing leadership in this im
portant effort to take the case against 
NAFTA to the American people. It is a 
real pleasure to be here with my col
leagues this evening in the closing 
hours of today's work to perhaps give a 
bit of history to the important infor
mation that the gentleman from 
Michigan has brought forward this 
evening. 

America has only signed two other 
free trade agreements in our entire his
tory. The first was back in 1985 with Is
rael, a nation that has a work force of 
a little over a million people and an av
erage income of about $11,000 a year. 

In 1989 we find a second free trade 
agreement with Canada, a work force 
about 14 times that much, 14 million 
workers up in Canada, with an average 
income, GDP divided over their work 
force of about $14,000 a year. 

Now we are being asked to sign a free 
trade agreement with a country that 
has a work force of 37 million people 
and an average earned income of about 
$3,000 year. 

Never before in America's history 
have we signed a free trade agreement 
with a nation whose standard of living 
is as low as Mexico's, and certainly we 
have never signed a free trade agree
ment with a nation that is not free and 
is not a functioning democracy. 

This is an historic proposal and the 
first post-cold-war trade agreement 
this Nation has been asked to approve, 
so this is very, very serious business. 

For the life of me, I cannot under
stand why as we are moving into the 
21st century, not the 20th or the 19th, 
we cannot try to link trade, as we 
must, to democracy building around 

the world and to deal with some of the 
related issues that go beyond the sim
ple issue of moving goods or money 
across borders, but rather ways of life, 
standards and benefits, environmental 
improvement, and at the base of all of 
it, true democracy building. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tlewoman will' allow me to comment, 
because it all relates, I mean, it is all 
interrelated. The Europeans were very 
wise. They understood the inter
relationship between free labor unions, 
free elections, the empowerment of the 
people in terms of making sure that 
people would have the resources to 
trade freely and to produce well. 

What we have failed to understand 
here in this agreement is that if you do 
not have free labor unions, independent 
unions, whieh they do not have in Mex
ico, if you do not have free and fair 
elections, which they obviously have 
had some difficulty proving over the 
last many years, if you are not free 
from human rights abuses, those things 
are going to inhibit countries from 
trading with you, No. 1, and they are 
going to inhibit your people from de
veloping a standard of living which will 
allow them to purchase products from 
us so that we can produce jobs here. 

It is fundamental in the mix, that is 
why the Europeans before they allowed 
Greece, Portugal, Spain, and now Tur
key to enter into the common eco
nomic community of Europe, required 
them to raise those standards, and 
with those standards wages automati
cally rose and people were able to en
gage in free and fair trade. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I think the gentleman 
brings up a very good point, because 
trade without freedom cannot possibly 
be free. Trade without democracy can
not be free, and even after World War II 
we recognized that to bring Turkey 
into the Common Market, certain in
ternal changes had to occur within 
that nation. 

After the Korean war when we at
tempted as a free nation to help South 
Korea move up its standard of living, 
we just did not cash out our corpora
tions to South Korea, but in fact we 
worked with South Korea in order to 
link any investment to democracy 
building as well as to the acceptance of 
a high-wage policy as a part of that de
velopment activity. 

We should have learned a lot from 
that. It is amazing to me that we are 
going to a throw-back approach which 
really is so very short-sighted. 

I just wanted to say that this week in 
the Wall Street Journal there was a 
very interesting set of figures, that in 
this country which we are elected to 
represent, in the last year over half of 
the jobs that were created, over 60 per
cent have been in three areas; first of 
all, and not surprising to me, tem
porary work. 

Mr. BONIOR. That is the big thing in 
the country, temporary work. You do 
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not have to deal with benefits if you do 
not want to . 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is right. 
Mr. BONIOR. You have got flexibil

ity, and everybody out there knows 
who have families in the neighborhoods 
that that is what is going on. They are 
just hiring temporary workers, and the 
other two categories are interesting as 
well, and I will yield further to my col
league, the gentlewoman from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Restaurant work. 
Mr. BONIOR. Restaurant work. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Not exactly the high

est paying work, and finally health and 
health care, all service-related activi
ties that do not go to the heart of 
value-added production in manufactur
ing and agriculture in our country. 

I just want to thank the gentleman 
this evening for bringing up this infor
mation, because in fact what we have 
here is the inability of a political body, 
in fact the Government of the United 
States, to take control of its own econ
omy in a way that it can raise the 
standard of living of its own citizens as 
we move into the 21st century and help 
bring up the standard of living of our 
neighbors to the South, East, and West, 
but in fact we are going down a very 
narrow path here, and what a tragedy 
if this agreement is approved as it is, 
because it will be a precedent-setting 
agreement for the 21st century for the 
entire developing world. If we cannot 
do better than this and if the President 
of the United States cannot do better 
than this, then we do not deserve to be 
elected. 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentlewoman is ab
solutely right, in terms of this prece
dent-setting pattern that we are doing 
here. 

I will yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from Vermont, on that issue in 
a moment; but what we are setting 
here is a pattern for the rest of Latin 
America, certainly. 

We are saying to Mexico, "It was OK 
for you to have fraudulent elections. It 
was OK for you to throw people like 
Agapito Gonzalez in jail because he 
wanted to organize free and independ
ent labor unions in Matamoras for the 
workers who were so pitifully treated. 

0 2250 
It was OK for you to allow 60-some 

journalists to be killed in the last dec
ade or 58 opposition leaders in the last 
few years. It was OK to do all of those 
things and keep the wages of your 
workers lower today than they were in 
1979, and that's OK. I mean you do 
what you want, but we are going to en
gage in a free-trade agreement so our 
corporations and companies can have 
access to cheap labor." 

We are sanctioning this, Mr. Speaker, 
if we agree with this NAFTA agree
ment, and we are telling Chile, Argen
tina, Brazil, Colombia, and all the 
other Latin American companies that 

. this is the standard in which we want 

to engage them in future trade rela
tions. 

What a tragedy. How unconscionable. 
What did we fight human rights 

abuses in Nicaragua and El Salvador 
for, for the last 12 years; to do this? I 
mean what did Reuther, what did Phil
lip Randolph and all our great labor 
leaders, what did they go through such 
pain and agony for, for human decency 
and worker rights, King and all the 
great civil rights leaders in our coun
try? What did they struggle for if we 
are just going to kind of throw it all 
away here in the last weeks of this ses
sion by OK'ing this agreement? 

My colleagues, it is not as if we do 
not know any better. I mean the Mexi
cans are inviting us down. They brag 
about, "You come down and pay less 
than a dollar an hour, say $15,000 a year 
per worker," and our American busi
ness folks in a poll done by the Wall 
Street Journal, commissioned by them, 
done by Roper, say that, "Yeah, if it 
goes through, we are taking our pro
duction down there," 40 percent to 55 
percent big corporations, "We are 
going." They are telling us that, and 25 
percent of them are telling us, "Well, 
we are going to use the NAFTA to 
drive down our standard of living and 
bargaining.'' 

Mr. Speaker, it is quite clear. I do 
not know how much more clear it can 
be made, and unbelievable, and yet we 
keep inexorably moving toward the 
point where this might happen. 

We have a chance to stop this. People 
ought to let their legislators know 
about their total anger and frustration 
over this as we move into the last 4 
weeks, and I · yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND
ERS] on this issue. 

Mr. SANDERS. I say to the gen
tleman, "Thank you very much, Mr. 
BONIOR.' ' 

I would imagine that for the viewers, 
people who are watching this debate, 
the issues are pretty complicated. In 
the last hour we had people on the 
floor, our colleagues, who are saying 
NAFTA is going to create more jobs, 
going to increase production in Mexico, 
going to raise our wages, and we are 
here saying something different. 

I would ask the viewers as they try 
to form an opinion on this debate, and 
that is to understand who. is on whose 
side: 

If you have confidence and if you believe 
that the multinational corporations in 
America, and virtually every one of them, is 
fighting for the NAFTA agreement, if you 
think they are on the side of the average 
American worker and if you think that their 
track record in the last 20 years is in terms 
of lifting up the wages and benefits of the av
erage American worker, then you might 
want to support the NAFTA agreement. And 
if you think that the Mexican government, 
which is dominated by a handful of billion
aire families, and that government is putting 
some $30 million into this campaign to per
suade this body to vote for NAFTA, if you 
think they are on the side of the American 

worker, well then you may want to support 
NAFTA. But if you believe that virtually 
every trade union in Canada and in the Unit
ed States, people who have been fighting for 
the rights of working people for decades, if 
you believe that they are on the side of the 
American and Canadian workers, then you 
might want to be in opposition to NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BoNIOR], "As I heard the discussion 
here last hour by those people who are 
supporting NAFTA, it reminded me of 
a song that was played in this body 
about 11 or 12 years ago, and that was 
the beginning of Reaganomics, and you 
remember what that song was about. 
What that mantra was about was, they 
said, if you give tax breaks to the 
weal thy and if you give tax breaks to 
large corporations, what they are going 
to do is reinvest in America and create 
new jobs. That's all you got to do: 
Trust those people, trust the multi
nationals, trust the wealthy. They are 
on the side of the American worker, 
and they want to create new jobs. 
That's all they really want to do. They 
don't want to make more money." 

Well, we know what happened in 
Reaganomics. We know that the 
wealthiest 1 and 2 percent saw a tre
mendous increase in their incomes 
while the vast majority of working 
people sort of declined in their stand
ard of living. Well, after a massive 
transfer of wealth in the 1980's from 
the working people and the poor to the 
rich, well, these guys got a new song, 
brandnew tune, and the tune is free 
trade with Mexico, and how the song 
goes is: 

Trust us. We, the multinationals, are on 
your side, and allow us free access to Mexico. 
We are not going to throw you out on the 
streets; oh, no . We are going to create new 
jobs because we love the American worker. 
Just trust us. 

Let me say, if I might, Mr. Speaker, 
"If you believe that, that's fine. I think 
most sane Americans do not believe 
that. Let me give you a little bit of a 
context for what I believe the NAFTA 
discussion is about." 

Twenty years ago in the United 
States of America we led the world. We 
were No. 1 in wages and benefits that 
our workers had. Today we are 12th. 
That is the trend. Since 1973 the real 
wages of American production workers 
have declined by 20 percent. We are be
coming a poorer nation. 

This is important because I think 
this is really what the whole NAFTA 
discussion is about: 

In 1965, Mr. Speaker, 27 percent of the 
jobs in America were in manufactur
ing. In 1991, 17 percent of the jobs were 
in manufacturing. That means we are 
hemorrhaging manufacturing jobs, we 
are in the process of deindustrial
ization, and that is what this whole de
bate is about. 

Some of us believe that the only way 
we can turn that trend about is to re
industrialize America, say to the mul
tinationals, "You can't build your 
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shiny new state-of-the-art plants in 
Mexico or in the Far East where you're 
hiring slave labor for a buck an hour or 
a buck fifty an hour. We want you to 
come back home and reinvest in Amer
ica.'' 

That is what the debate is about, 
and, as the gentleman indicated quite 
properly, and I have that same poll 
right here, our friends, the chief execu
tive officers of the major corporations, 
they have already said it. What they 
have said is, "If NAFTA goes through, 
we are taking our plants to Mexico," 
and it is common sense that they will. 
Why are they going to pay an Amer
ican worker $10 or $15 an hour when 
you got hard-working people in Mexico 
for a buck, a buck fifty an hour? 

I say to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR], let me mention 
something that I did today which I 
think is relevant. I get a kick out of 
many of our pro-NAFTA friends here 
who are saying to the American work
ers, "Hey, we can do it, American 
workers, We can be competitive with 
the workers in Mexico. So what if they 
are making 58 cents an hour, minimum 
wage, or a buck an hour. We can take 
them on; don't worry about the loss of 
your jobs." 

So, today I introduced a very simple 
piece of legislation, and what the legis
lation says is that for the Members of 
Congress, if they believe that our truck 
drivers, and our dairy farmers · in Ver
mont and the people in the automobile 
plants, if they believe that it is OK for 
our workers to compete against the 
desperate and impoverished workers of 
Mexico, if that is what they want to 
see, then I have got a simple sugges
tion: "Why doesn't the U.S. Congress 
take a leadership role and show how 
courageous we are, say that we will 
place our salaries on the line and we 
will earn the same salaries as Mexicans 
who are in the House of Representa
tives there?" 

And, as the gentleman may know, 
the Mexican Chamber of Deputies, 
their equivalent to the House of Rep
resentative-s, they earn $35,000 a year. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I say, if the Con
gress wants farmers and workers to be 
competitive with Mexicans, support my 
legislation, Members of Congress, so 
that we can lower, if NAFTA is passed, 
our salaries to the same level as our 
Mexican Members of Congress, and the 
Mexican President and the Mexican 
Senate receive. Let us take a leader
ship role and show the American people 
that we are not afraid to compete. We 
will cut our salaries by 75 percent. 

I yield back. 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my colleague, the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. SANDERS] for his comments, 
and let me just, before I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KLINK], talk a little bit about 
the NAFTA math. I call it NAFTA 
math because we are going to hear a 

lot of figures thrown around in the last 
month about how we have increased 
our exports to Mexico. 

D 2300 
We have now a $6.5 billion surplus. 

But what they will not tell you is 21 
percent of that surplus to Mexico is for 
factory parts and buildings. In other 
words, drills, presses, and construction 
material for factories. That other 64 
percent is for parts that are manufac
tured here, some of them in 
maquiladoras on the border and 
brought back here. Fully 85 percent 
never touch the Mexican consumer 
markets. They never buy it at all. 

Basically what we are doing is ship
ping our factories down there, and our 
jobs are certainly following that. 

Another NAFTA math lesson here is 
how they compute the fact that we are 
creating jobs by trade with Mexico. Let 
me give you a good example: Smith Co
rona, 850 workers in their plant in New 
York. They decided to go to Mexico. 

They go down to Mexico, shut the 
plant up in New York. That plant in 
New York was also being fed by about 
2,000 jobs with smaller suppliers in the 
New York area. Now, the plant goes 
down to Mexico, takes the 850 jobs. The 
way they figure it out with NAFTA 
math is not that we lost 850 jobs to 
Mexico, but that we gained 2,000 jobs, 
because the suppliers in New York now 
are supplying Mexico. It is absolutely 
crazy, and it is fraudulent and decep
tive, and it is not right. 

It sort of reminds me a little bit of 
the University of Maryland football 
team. The University of Maryland foot
ball team scored about 24 points a 
game. They may have 450 yards a 
game. You think, well, that is a pretty 
impressive record, until you under
stand that they give up 42 points a 
game and give up 500 yards a game and 
their record is 1 and 6 or something 
like that. 

It is the difference between net prod
uct and gross product. They do not tell 
you the full story. 

So as we move into this debate, peo
ple ought to be very conscious of the 
figures. 

Now I yield to my friend from Penn
sylvania, who has been so patiently 
waiting this evening to talk about this 
issue, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KLINK]. 

Mr. KLINK. I thank my friend from 
Michigan. I came here tonight really to 
take part in this and came without 
notes because I wanted to speak from 
my heart about this NAFTA debate and 
what some of my concerns are. 

Mr. BROWN from Ohio and myself 
were talking, Mr. STUPAK, the three of 
us are new Members. We realized that 
as we came into this 103d Congress as 
new Members that we would take on 
this NAFTA issue, and we may never in 
our minds, if we are here 40 or 50 years, 
take on a battle that is more impor-

tant to the people who we represent 
and to the ·people of this country. 

I have to tell you that I am not here 
at 11 o'clock at night eastern time, nor 
Mr. BONIOR, nor the rest of the speak
ers, because we enjoy being on tele
vision and because we want to bore 
people with details about something 
that is not important. We are here be
cause, just as those workers that Mr. 
SANDERS talked about from the labor 
unions who fought, and in some cases 
died, to get those wages up, to get cer
tain working conditions for the work
ing people of this area. Those battles 
took place in Homestead, PA, in Flint, 
MI, in the coalfields of southern Ohio, 
Kentucky, western Pennsylvania, 
southern Pennsyivania, in the textile 
mills and steel mills of the east coast. 
Everything that those people have 
fought for we stand to lose by one vote 
in this 103d Congress, and the people 
have to understand that. 

You talked about NAFTA math. It is 
true. My previous life was as a news re
porter. I was a very young reporter, 
and I stood on a line one time. They 
were picketing. They were on strike. 

I talked to an old-time labor orga
nizer who was there and said, "How can 
you be on strike? The company said 
that they have their books and they 
can show us figures that they cannot 
afford to pay you a dime more." 

The fellow told me something that 
stuck with me a long time, and it 
sticks with me in this NAFTA debate, 
and that is that figures don't lie, but 
liars sure know how to figure. And 
there is an unusual way of figuring out 
all of these different math equations 
that have to do with NAFTA. 

But let us just ask one thing, and 
that is if NAFTA is so good, if there is 
such a great market in Mexico, the 
people that are proponents of NAFTA 
will agree that even without NAFTA 
we are losing jobs, General Motors, all 
the electronic firms, the car firms, 
Volkswagen in my own area that was 
in New Stanton, PA. They took 5,000 
jobs out of Pennsylvania that are now 
outside of Mexico City. So those jobs 
are going there without the NAFTA 
agreement. 

They will point to that and say, 
"What is your answer to that?" 

My answer is this: Why, from 1980 to 
1992, when productivity in Mexico went 
up 30 percent, did the real wages of the 
Mexicans go down 30 percent? If you 
say we want to get into that period 
after the problems in the oil market, 
then we will say fine. Why since 1987, 
after those problems, did the produc
tivity go up 24 percent, yet the real 
wages went up less than half that? 

So that is the real math. The Mexi
can people, quite frankly, cannot afford 
to buy our goods. They cannot buy the 
things that we have to sell them. 

The gentleman is absolutely correct. 
What originally happened, and I do be
lieve this part from the NAFTA pro
ponents, companies went down there 
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for the opportunity, General Motors 
and other corporations, for the oppor
tunity to be able to manufacture in 
Mexico so that they could acquire a 
portion of that market. But they found 
out once they got there, my goodness, 
we have struck the mother lode. We 
have got more free labor here, or near
ly free labor, than we could ever imag
ine. And now we have to figure out a 
way to be able to take advantage of 
this labor and ship not across an ocean, 
not across a continent, but across the 
Rio Grande ditch, to the largest 
consumer market in the entire world. 

That, ladies and gentlemen, is what 
this NAFTA agreement is about, pure 
and simple. 

Mr. BONIOR. And that consumer 
market is the United States. It is ship
ping back here. The market is here. It 
is not in Mexico. Mexico is a country of 
80 million people. They have basically 
70 million people that cannot afford to 
purchase our American products. Mex
ico will be used as a platform by Japan 
and by European countries to ship into 
this country. It is absolutely the wrong 
solution for a very serious problem. 

Mr. KLINK. If I can continue, the 
gentleman from Michigan made a point 
just before I started to talk, and I just 
want to go back on that again. 

We hear all these figures. You talk 
about NAFTA math, about the $450 to 
$500 the average Mexican family 
spends. And the gentleman is right, 
that is if the Mexican family is buying 
factories and equipment. That is if 
they are buying all the parts for our 
automobiles that are then turned 
around and shipped back here, if they 
are buying all the parts for our tele
vision sets and our stereo equipment, 
when those parts are shipped down to 
Mexico, assembled into final products, 
and brought here. 

The other thing they scare us with is 
the fact if we do not do this, then 
Japan will do it. The only interest that 
Japan has in Mexico is it is an import 
platform. They can import to the Unit
ed States from that platform that is 
created in Mexico. That is the only rea
son that Japan has any interest, be
cause they understand that those same 
poor Mexicans down there that are not 
making even a dollar an hour in most 
cases are not going to be able to buy 
goods and services that are manufac
tured in Japan. So that is just ludi
crous. 

I just want to end, my good friend, 
Mr. BONIOR, by saying this: I spent the 
last 14 years, as I said, in my previous 
career in Pittsburgh, PA, as a tele
vision newscaster. During that time I 
was the one who was standing outside 
the factories while they closed, while 
workers walked out with stunned looks 
on their faces, in many cases with 
tears running down their eyes, know
ing that thousands of them were going 
to be displaced. 

That experience is what moved me to 
run for Congress. In one town in my 

district 13,000 people worked at a fac
tory, a steelmill that covered 71/2 miles 
along the Ohio River. There are less 
than 700 people that work there today. 

That is why at 10 minutes after 11 
o'clock, RoN KLINK is here talking 
about NAFTA and the ill effects, and 
Mr. BONIOR from Michigan is here, and 
our other good friend from California, · 
and our good friend from Wisconsin, 
who I think is going to join us. 

We know that this is going to be the 
most important vote that we will ever 
take. 

I wish the gentleman good luck and 
Godspeed. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
for his comments and for his concern 
for the workers of the State of Penn
sylvania in his district. He is abso
lutely correct. 

I yield now to my friend froni Califor
nia [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I appreciate the effort 
that he is making in this debate. 

I wanted to offer, having heard a 
number of concerns, and I think well
placed concerns about NAFTA, from 
my colleagues on the Democrat side of 
the aisle, I thought I would offer the 
conservative Republican perspective on 
this issue. 

First, I want to verify and restate 
what the whip has said, what Mr. 
BONIOR has said, over and over again, 
and that is the fact that the math that 
is being used, the numbers that are 
being used to support the pro-NAFTA 
argument, are smoke and mirrors. In 
fact, they give smoke and mirrors a 
bad name. 
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I have participated now on our side of 

the aisle in about eight debates on 
NAFTA. A number of Republicans are 
very concerned about it. A number of 
conservative Republicans feel that it 
goes against our basic principles. 

And the $40 billion figure that is still 
being used by the Clinton administra
tion and by Trade Ambassador Mickey 
Kantor has been totally refuted by the 
facts. 

The facts are, as the Whip said, that 
that includes what we call "U-turn ex
ports." That means that if this podium 
right here that I am standing in front 
of was made here in Washington, DC, 
by American workers, put on a bus, 
driven down through my district near 
San Diego, CA, and taken to Juarez to 
be sanded and varnished for say $10, let 
us say it is made in America for $100, 
when it crosses the line on the bus, 
Mickey Kantor will count that as an 
export to Mexico, sanded and var
nished, put back on the bus and sent 
back to be sold to the United States in 
Washington, DC. So it is mostly made 
by Americans, sold to Americans, and 
that will be counted as a $110 export to 
the United States. So the $40 billion 
figure that then is used to extrapolate 

700,000 jobs created by NAFTA is a 
phony figure, and I hope that the pro
ponents on the other side, since they, 
in at least the debates that I partici
pated in and the debates that I have 
seen, none of them have been able to 
challenge that fact, that about 30 per
cent of this is U-turn exports that are 
not real exports. I hope they will stop 
using the $40 billion figure. I think 
that has been fairly well, that point 
has been made. It has been raised. I 
think that that has been revealed to be 
fake. 

I think the American people are enti
tled to just some basic facts about 
NAFTA. 

Let me just offer to my friend and 
colleague that the NAFTA debate 
should not be a labor versus business 
debate. There are a lot of great busi
nesses in America who do not want to 
go south, who are fighting NAFTA. 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman is abso
lutely right. There are some businesses 
in this country who understand inher
ently how negatively they will be im
pacted in this country. A number in 
the agriculture industry are concerned 
about it; the flat glass industry is an
other industry. I could go on and on 
and name other businesses, especially 
small businesses. Small businesses un
derstand that once a community dries 
up, once the jobs are gone, the grocer. 
the hardware store, the dentist, the 
doctor. all of these people are affected 
negatively. 

I can take the gentleman through 
towns in Pennsylvania and Ohio and 
Michigan and Illinois and other places 
that have been devastated over the last 
12 years because of the movement of 
jobs and plants and facilities to Mexico 
and show how those communities have 
been uprooted and people's lives have 
been destroyed, including a lot of de
cent, good business people. 

When large plants go, of course, feed
er plants follow as well. So I under
stand the gentleman's point well. 

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is abso
lutely right. I would offer something 
else, that a lot of American business 
men and women want to keep their 
companies in the United States and do 
not want NAFTA to pass for another 
reason. And that is because they feel a 
loyalty and a kinship and a bond with 
the working people that work in their 
companies and factories. 

The gentleman has shown that, and 
that comity between business people 
and labor and working people in this 
country has been one of our great na
tional assets. Many of our people who 
take capital and create factories and 
create employment and have compa
nies feel a great loyalty to the people 
that work in those companies, and 
those people do not want to see NAFTA 
happen. 

My father falls in that category. As a 
businessman who built houses for 
many years and could have bought for
eign steel, for example, and one~ you 
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drive a nail in a framing job into a 
stud, nobody kriows where it came 
from, but he always said that it was 
important for people to make good 
paychecks in this country because that 
enabled them to maintain a standard of 
living and buy houses and cars and all 
the things that make America such a 
wonderful place. 

Mr. BONIOR. That was the secret, as 
the gentleman well knows, of Ford 
Motor Co. Henry Ford decided at some 
point that his workers were not being 
paid enough. He went into the $5 a day 
pay, which was extraordinarily high at 
that point. His workers were able to 
purchase automobiles. And things took 
off from there. Unlike the situation in 
Mexico today, where real. wages for 
workers are 32 percent below what they 
were in 1979. 

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is right 
on point. The reason Henry Ford said, 
"I pay my people good wages so they 
will be able to buy my cars," is a point 
that is not shared by many entre
preneurs in Mexico, because those en
trepreneurs do not rely on their people 
ever acquiring the capability to buy 
consumer i terns. They rely on exports 
to somebody else's market to make 
their money. And keeping labor low 
means that they are going to make a 
bigger profit and a bigger delta be
tween costs and sales price. 

Mr. BONIOR. I might say to my 
friend from California, here is where 
labor comes in. 

If the people in Mexico were able to 
organize free and independent labor 
unions to challenge that, they would 
have an avenue to increase their own 
standard of living and at least be com
petitive in the labor market. But if you 
try to do that in Mexico, you are liable 
to end up in jail, as Mr. Gonzales, as I 
have indicated, was thrown in jail for 6 
months for trying to organize in 
Matamoras. And there are examples 
after examples of this occurrence. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. He is right on point. 

Let me leave him with one idea from 
a conservative Republican who is a 
supply sider and believes that freeing 
up capital is good for workers and for 
management. 

Basically, NAFTA is shaped to make 
Mexico investment friendly so that our 
production will move south. I agree to
tally that the market remains in the 
United States, meaning that we are 
moving good blue collar jobs south. We 
should work to make American invest
ment friendly. Labor and management, 
Democrats and Republicans, liberals 
and conservatives all have a stake in 
making America investment friendly 
to the point where people free up cap
ital, where they build factories instead 
of moving factories, where they build 
housing development tracts instead of 
taking their money and putting it in 
government bonds, and where Ameri
ca's economy grows and people feel 

good about investing in this country. 
.That is a job that is an unfinished job 
before this House. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
for staying this late and joining us. We 
had Republicans, Independents, Demo
crats, all talking about the importance 
of this issue. 

I just want to repeat one more time, 
before I yield back my time, Mr. 
Speaker, that it is quite unbelievable 
that we have a situation in which the 
Mexican Government has invited our 
corporations to come down, to pay less 
than a dollar an hour to save $15,000 a 
year per worker, and our corporate 
leaders in this country, at least in a 
poll, suggest that they, in fact, many 
of them suggest that they will go. So 
the question is quite clear. We have got 
to resolve this issue legislatively and 
do this carefully, thoughtfully, over a 
period of time and not rush to it over 
a 2- or 3-year period. 

I thank my colleagues for joining me 
this evening. 

MORE ON NAFTA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

JOHNSON of Georgia). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER] is recognized 
for 15 minutes.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to say just a couple of things that I 
think are important to come from the 
Republican side of the aisle with re
spect to NAFT A. I enjoyed having a 
discussion with the majority whip 
about the need to make American in
vestment friendly. 

Let me just give a couple of reasons 
for Republicans to be against NAFTA. 
First, Republicans believe in good busi
ness deals. We have often been called 
the party of business. I like to think 
that we are the party of working peo
ple also. 

I would like to think that our tradi
tion is with Theodore Roosevelt, that 
great protectionist, who told Henry 
Cabot Lodge, in a letter in 1904, when 
we were putting our party's platform 
together, we must see to it that we 
have tariffs that represent the dif
ference in pay between American work
ing men and their foreign counterparts, 
because the standard of living of Amer
ican working men is a centerpiece of 
the Republican Party. 
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I would like to see a time when that 

is once again a part of the Republican 
platform. Let me tell the Members just 
about a couple of myths that free trad
ers, professors and philosophers have 
discovered in the real world, and are 
discovering particularly with respect 
to NAFTA. 

First, Mr. Speaker, the idea of 
NAFTA is that somehow we are going 
to have open trade with Mexico, that 
we are going to make Mexico invest-

ment friendly, which we are doing, 
NAFTA or no NAFTA, and even as 
business moves south that Mexican 
workers are going, perhaps, to increase 
productivity. 

The theory is that as they increase 
productivity they are going to see their 
wages go up from $2,500 a year per cap
ita to something much greater than 
that, and they are going to end up buy
ing American goods. Let me tell the 
Members what has really happened. 
The philosophers, as we have found out 
so many times in the real world, with 
respect to armed services, for example, 
that we are often surprised by what 
happens in the real world, and that 
things do not seem to work out accord
ing to the book. 

We saw that when the war started in 
the Falklands, and we are seeing it 
now, as we are dragged into a quagmire 
in Somalia that nobody would have 
predicted a few months ago. We also 
see it in economics. 

The philosophers have said, with re
spect to NAFTA, that Mexican wages 
will rise, and that as those wages rise, 
a so-called rising tide lifts all boats, 
and that they will be buying products 
from the United States of America. 
That has not happened. 

When the maquiladoras were founded 
about 20 years ago, or about 13 years 
ago, in 1980, the philosophers told us 
and the academicians and the theorists 
who tell us now that NAFT A will work, 
they told us that when the 
maquiladoras were well under way two 
things would happen. First, they said 
Mexican wages would go up, and then 
they said illegal immigration will be 
cut dramatically, because Mexican 
workers will be making good wages in 
their own country. 

We now have 500,000 Mexican workers 
working in maquiladoras, the . twin 
plants on the south side of the border. 
What has really happened is that wages 
have actually gone down since 1980. 
They have gone down about 30 percent 
in real buying power. Illegal immigra
tion has skyrocketed. 

The professors, the academicians, the 
theorists are back at their table. They 
say. "This time we really think we are 
right." One professor, Harley Shakin, 
of the University of California, for
merly at San Diego, has punctured an
other error in their formula. That error 
is this. Harley Shakin has discovered 
that Mexican workers are increasing 
productivity, and not only are they in
creasing productivity, but they are ac
quiring the productivity to do high 
technology work. 

The theory under NAFTA, the whole 
free trade theory, is that we are going 
to have a division of labor. That means 
Americans are going to do the high 
technology things, the good paying 
jobs, and the Mexican workers are 
going to make brooms and make ce
ramics and make other things that are 
low technology. and they are going to 
have the low technology jobs. 
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What has really happened is this. 

American companies have gone to Mex
ico, and they have undertaken experi
ments. One experiment is the Ford 
plant in Hermosillo, Mexico. At the 
Ford plant in Hermosillo, Mexico, 
where Mexican workers make 168,000 
cars a year to sell to American con
sumers, none of them are sold in Mex
ico. The workers make about $2.38 an 
hour. Interestingly, however, these 
workers are excellent, productive 
workers. 

That Ford plant in Hermosillo just 
got fifth place in the very prestigious 
J.D. Power Quality Award for having 
the fifth ranking plant in terms of 
quality of the 46 automobile plants in 
North America. They beat out a host of 
American companies, and they beat 
out five Japanese companies in this 
quality competition. 

In machine yield, which is one of the 
best measures of productivity, the 
Mexican workers did a very, very fine 
job. They came very close to the pro
ductivity level of the American work
ers. These experiments showed this. 
They showed that while Mexican work
ers historically have had a low produc
tivity level, when they are well 
equipped, when they have the best 
equipment, and when they are well 
trained, they have a very high produc
tivity level. 

Didn't we Americans always know 
that? Aren't we the people who realize 
that when we give people what it takes 
in terms of equipment and opportunity, 
that they will produce? We are not 
elitists. People come to America from 
all over the world and become produc
tive, working in the American infra
structure, in American manufacturing. 

When these companies go south, and 
they provide the equipment and the 
training for their workers in Mexico, 
they are going to be very productive. 
What does that mean to an American 
worker? That means to an American 
worker that you have on the other side 
of the border, from your perspective, 
the worst of all worlds. You have a 
counterpart in the Mexican worker 
who is able to take your job from a 
quality standpoint, and yet he is not 
making enough money to buy your 
products. 

This incredible situation was illus
trated a couple of days ago in a story 
in the Union Tribune in San Diego. 
When they did a story about Mexican 
workers at the twin plants in Tijuana, 
just south of my district, who walk out 
of huts with dirt floors and they walk 
into so-called clean rooms, sterile 
rooms at the Hughes electronic plant, 
and they make high technology elec
tronics equipment for $1.20 an hour, all 
the professors hopping around saying, 
"Those people should be getting more 
wages, the wages will rise and they will 
be able to buy large numbers of Amer
ican consumer items, thereby stimulat
ing the American market," have been 
proven wrong. 

The average worker in the twin 
plants in Tijuana works about 3 hours 
a day doing a high-technology job to be 
able to buy a pound of meat for his 
family. The average worker at the tele
vision plant there, at the Sony plant, 
could work for an entire year and not 
feed his family and not pay rent. He 
could not buy a single television. 

The world, just like in the military 
and in national security policy, the 
world is a lot more complicated and 
very much a different world from that 
which the theorists and the philoso
phers and the academicians paint. 

What are we getting with NAFTA? 
What we are getting is very plainly a 
bad business deal. We are getting ac
cess to a market that is a very small 
market. The entire nation of Mexico 
has a smaller consumer market than 
the city of San Diego in real terms. We 
have exposed the U-turn exports, we 
have exposed the fact that when Briggs 
& Stratton takes $2 million worth of 
equipment south, Bill Clinton, Presi
dent Clinton, calls that a job creating 
export, when the flatbed truck carry
ing our machine tools crosses the bor
der after we have fired our workers. 

That is the theory, if all of American 
industry went south, Bill Clinton 
would register a giant surge in Amer

' ican exports. The plant going south he 
counts as exports. It is quite remark
able. 

What are we getting? We are getting 
a very small consumer market that is 
not going to grow any time soon, be
cause President Salinas cannot allow it 
to grow. He is telling international in
vestors, "Come on in. I will give you 
cheap labor." He cannot turn to us and 
say, "The labor is not going to be 
cheap any more, because I want to give 
them enough money, make sure they 
make enough money so they can buy 
your products." He cannot make his 
workers rich and poor at the same 
time. He cannot have the wages low 
and high at the same time. 

What he should do is make America 
investment-friendly. Democrats and 
Republicans, labor and management 
and business, should come together and 
put together a plan for America to pass 
a capital gains tax cut that will spur 
investment in the United States. We 
should pass investment tax credits, and 
we should deregulate the industries 
that are saddled with many regulations 
that have no real beneficial effect on 
the environment, but have become, 
nonetheless, bureaucratic messes. 

In San Diego, California, it takes 
about 4 years to subdivide 10 acres of 
land, just to do the paper work, before 
you can move. We have a workmen's 
compensation system where you can 
get money if you say that you are 
stressed, and you get a doctor to con
firm that you have been stressed. You 
can then pick up a nice pay check. 

We have clean air regulations that 
are driving our businesses out of the 

State, going to other States. That is a 
microcosm of the United States. The 
United States has become unfriendly to 
business. I think labor and people who 
are concerned about business, conserv
atives and liberals, Democrats and Re
publicans, understand that now. Com
panies are voting with their feet. 

We want to defeat NAFTA, but on 
the heels of defeating NAFTA we want 
to create an investment-friendly Amer
ica, where people are incentivized to 
build plants, but not in Hermosillo and 
not in Tijuana, but in San Diego, CA; 
in Buffalo, NY; in Des Moines, IA; and 
across this Nation, where American 
working people, in the vision of Theo
dore Roosevelt, make a good enough 
wage to have a high standard of living 
in this country. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order this 
evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

SATURDAY NIGHT MASSACRE 
ANNIVERSARY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. THORNTON] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, in the 
early 1970's, this country faced com
plicated issues-energy shortages held 
us hostage; our economy was distressed 
by inflation; and there were doubts 
whether Government could resolve 
these issues. There were serious prob
lems associated with trade and the se
curity of our Nation both at home and 
abroad. Few people were concerned 
about who was to blame for the 
breakin at <the Democratic head
quarters during the summer of 1972. 

I have taken this special order this 
evening to remember that 20 years ago 
today, on October 20, 1973, events oc
curred which awakened the Congress 
and the nation to the Watergate crisis. 
Those events, which culminated in the 
dismissal of the Attorney Gener~l, a 
Deputy Attorney General, and the spe
cial prosecutor investigating the Wa
tergate burglary, became known as the 
Saturday Night Massacre. 

People who had not been concerned 
much about the Watergate breakin 
were stunned when President Nixon, 
demanding that someone dismiss Spe
cial Prosecutor Archibald Cox, began 
dismissing Justice Department offi
cials who refused to cooperate. Elliot 
Richardson and William Ruckelshaus 
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were expelled from the Nixon adminis
tration before the President found 
someone willing to remove Mr. Cox. 

As Mr. BROOKS of Texas says: 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join my col

leagues in recognition of the twentieth anni- · 
versary of the infamous " Saturday Night 
Massacre. " As Members will recall, Presi
dent Nixon was determined to block Inde
pendent Counsel Archibald 's Cox's investiga
tion into the Watergate affair and directed 
his attorney general to remove Mr. Cox from 
office. To his credit, Attorney General El
liott Richardson refused to honor such an 
outrageous suggestion and honorably re
signed his cabinet position. This act was fol
lowed by Deputy Attorney General William 
D. Ruckelshaus' refusal to remove Cox from 
office and his subsequent resignation. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the balance of 
Mr. BROOKS' statement at this point in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

So twenty years ago, our Nation found it
self in the midst of a national crisis that 
threatened the foundation of our constitu
tional system. This crisis, most thoughtful 
Americans then agreed, was brought on al
most singlehandedly by President Richard 
Nixon's disregard for the American constitu
tional process. It was a critical juncture in 
American history and future generations 
will be forever grateful for the integrity, de
termination, and courage of men like Elliot 
Richardson and William Ruckelshaus who re
fused to knuckle under to the demands of a 
presidency out of control. When we needed it 
most, we had leaders in the Justice Depart
ment who had profound respect for the Con
stitution of the United States and an intense 
commitment to the democratic process. 

As events would have it, Archibald Cox 
was, in fact, removed from office, but a new 
independent counsel, Leon Jaworski, fol
lowed in his footsteps and brought the Nixon 
Presidency to justice. Today, Congress is 
once again debating the merits of an inde
pendent counsel statute. I believe we should 
move forthrightly to reauthorize the Office 
of the Independent Counsel for five more 
years. In our constitutional system of gov
ernment, the American people need the pro
tection of an office dedicated to an objective 
and independent investigation of wrongdoing 
at the highest levels of government. I believe 
the Office of Independent Counsel, if reau
thorized, would satisfy this requirement. 
Meanwhile, let us hope that we never again 
confront the constitutional crisis of twenty 
year ago that we know as the "Saturday 
Night Massacre." 

Mr. THORTON. Mr. Speaker, the Sat
urday Night Massacre prompted the be
ginning of the Judiciary Committee's 
inquiry on whether impeachment arti
cles should be brought against Presi
dent Nixon. It also marked the onset of 
one of the gravest constitutional crises 
this Nation has ever faced-as well as a 
crisis of confidence in the integrity of 
our system of governance. 

Some of my colleagues and I who par
ticipated in those proceedings believe 
that this event is remarkable, not only 
for its historical importance, but be
cause it also reminds us of lessons we 
could apply to our work today. 

Virtually, every member of that Ju
diciary Committee recognized that this 
decision required their best efforts to 
reach a conclusion that was in the in-

terest of preserving the constitutional 
system of governing. There were, of 
course, differences-mainly · proce
dural-which divided our committee on 
party lines, but again and again, on is
sues of substance, there was bipartisan 
accord. 

My friend, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FISH] has asked me to insert 
his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

My colleague was here earlier this 
evening and had to leave, but I include 
his remarks with regard to the Satur
day Night Massacre at this point in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

I congratulate my friend and colleague for 
remembering events of October 20, 1973. 

The events 20 years ago were viewed by 
many as a constitutional crisis. 

What followed- the thorough, deliberate, 
and fair consideration by the Judiciary Com
mittee of impeachment resolutions did much 
to dispel the crisis atmosphere and restore 
public confidence in the institutions of Gov
ernment. 

I recall months after October 20, Archibald 
Cox wrote that our committee's approval 
must have a moral and legal basis acceptable 
to the American people. 

I think history will judge that our commit
tee 's approach was faithful to this charge. 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, each 
member of the Judiciary Committee 
probably remembers the significance of 
that Saturday night. My own recollec
tions were reflected in a speech given 
to the Grant County Chamber of Com
merce in Arkansas within a few days of 
the "Saturday Night Massacre." My 
topic was "Our Wounded Nation: What 
Is Needed to Recover." · 

Up until that time, my own work in 
Congress had related largely to efforts 
to address the energy crisis and to im
prove the economy of my area. But 
that night in Arkansas, I told my con
stituents that the events of a few days 
earlier had changed all of that. 

I told the pe_ople I represented that it 
was my sworn duty to support and de
fend the Constitution and public laws 
of the United States and to faithfully 
perform the task referred to the Judici
ary Committee. I advised them that I 
would not shrink from that duty. 

Then I added, "I will not hesitate to 
vote my conviction after hearing evi
dence whether the President supports 
the Constitution and the laws of our 
Nation * * * The preservation of our 
system of government is more impor
tant to me than any person's continu
ation in office, including my own 
* * *" 

Mr. Speaker, I ask to include the text 
of my 1973 speech in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The statement referred to is as fol
lows: 

GRANT COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
ANNUAL BANQUET, AUTUMN, 1973 

It is always good to be back home in Sheri
dan, there is always something special about 
coming home and I want you to know how 
much I appreciate each one of you. Your 
friendship, your confidence, and your exam-

ple of how to meet life 's challenges with 
courage and entl'msiasm lifts me up and 
makes me glad to be here. 

We seem to be living today in an era of de
clining respect for society's institutions. The 
government of the people seems to lack 
human qualities, and appears to many of our 
citizens as impersonal, unresponsive, or even 
deceitful. The relevance of religious faith , 
and acceptance of standards of moral and 
ethical conduct, are being questioned and 
challenged. In my book, " Everyone Else Is 
Doing It" still doesn 't make it right. 

Our public schools are caught in cross cur
rents of forces which· question methods, di
rection, and purpose of education while im
posing greater demands for preparing our 
youth to accept responsibilities of life. 

The military is seen not only as a defender 
of the nation, but as a bureaucracy inter
ested in preserving its own establishment 
and prerogatives. 

Even private institutions are sometimes 
thought to be heartless and selfish and the 
worthwhile purpose of providing services in 
order to make a profit is challenged by those 
who would substitute governmental regula
tion fbr a free enterprise system. 

And finally, the structure and integrity of 
our government itself is being tested. I real
ize that I have just described a rather dark 
picture , and I'm also aware of the tendency 
to remember the past as being somehow bet
ter than it was. But who can escape the real
ization of the changing conditions of our 
country during the last few years. Our Na
tion today is not as solid and secure as it was 
during the days of President Eisenhower. It 
is not as full of spunk as it was under Tru
man, nor as full of hope and promise as it 
was under President Kennedy. 

The intervening years have left us deeply 
divided- a nation beset with problems, both 
of the pocketbook and of the spirit. 

So tonight, for a moment, I would like to 
talk with you about Our Wounded Nation: 
What Is Needed to Recover. 

There are, I believe, two levels of concern. 
First, there are those things which affect our 
material well-being, things such as our econ
omy and balance of payments, the security 
of our Nation and the energy crises, and sec
ond, those affecting the functioning of the 
system itself, divisions, strife , dishonesty in 
government, mistrust of government, even 
the basic question whether everyone must 
abide by the rule of law. 

It is most appropriate that we _ discuss 
these problems here tonight, because in this 
room are gathered community leaders, who 
have demonstrated their ability to meet 
challenges and accept the increased respon
sibilities which accompany success. And in a 
very real sense, the same resources which 
are useful in solving our community prob
lems will be called forth to forge construc
tive change for our Nation. 

We cannot afford to indulge ourselves in a 
fantasy world. We cannot dream and hope to 
return to some earlier imagined state of 
well-being. Material shortages and economic 
reality will not permit us to return to a 
world of wild, unchecked use and waste of 
our resources, that world no longer is avail
able. And we should not seek to return to 
what no longer exists. 

Much of my own work in Congress has re
lated to an effort to meet the energy crisis. 
On April 19, 1973; I made a speech to the 
House of Representatives in which I outlined 
the gravity of the energy crisis which our 
Nation faces. This was, as you may recall , 
the same day on which the President said 
there was no energy crisis- and that vol
untary reductions in energy consumption 
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would be adequate to solve our Nation's 
problems. In my speech I called attention to 
the developing crises * * * then, just a few 
weeks ago, I was flattered that remarks 
which I made concerning our need to con
serve our energy resources were published on 
the editorial page of the Washington Post. 

The energy crisis, like the economic crisis 
of inflation eroding the value of the dollar 
will not be quickly or easily solved, but both 
are subject to the same ultimate solution
we must bring into balance our needs and 
our supplies, our expenditures and our reve
nues. 

All of these problems-energy shortages, 
inflation, our balance of trade with foreign 
countries, and our resources for defense of 
our country are vital, and have taken up the 
greatest part of my own time in Congress, 
and have been the focus of virtually all of 
the committee work and legislation in the 
House of Representatives. As I mentioned 
during August, less than 2 percent of all con
gressional work has been concerned with the 
Watergate matter. 

Then, a few days ago, all of that changed. 
The House Judiciary Committee found it

self faced with decisions and recommenda
tions on the confirmation of Gerald Ford as 
Vice-President. This was not thought up by 
Congress but was required by Mr. Agnew's 
resignation. We should proceed promptly to 
investigate and report on the confirmation 
of Gerald Ford as Vice-President. 

To our committee have also been referred 
proposals to create a special prosecutor inde
pendent of the executive branch of govern
ment, and the duty of inquiring whether the 
House should bring charges against the 
President of the United States. Again, these 
were not thought up by Congress but fol
lowed the dismissal and resignations of the 
Special Prosecutor, Mr. Archibald Cox, the 
Attorney General, Mr. Elliot Richardson, 
and Deputy Attorney General William 
Ruckelshaus. 

I did not seek-nor could anybody have ex
pected-the task of judging these extraor
dinary questions, but I am in that position 
because of my membership on the Judiciary 
Committee, which has the duty and respon
sibility of reviewing these matters, and mak
ing its recommendations. I have publicly 
stated my belief that it is time to begin our 
inquiry. 

It is my sworn duty to support and defend 
the Constitution and public laws of the Unit
ed States, and to faithfully perform the task 
referred to this committee, and I will not 
shrink from that duty. 

Because the last of these questions is simi
lar to those which are presented to a grand 
jury, it would be inappropriate for me to dis
cuss the proceedings, or make comments 
upon the evidence or allegations before the 
committee. . 

But I believe you should know what con
siderations will guide me in these delibera
tions. I truly appreciate the many expres
sions of confidence which I have received. 
Again and again, I have received expressions 
of concern and support, expressing con
fidence that we will find the right course to 
heal our Nation's wounds. 

Other letters have been received praising 
and condemning the President, and calling 
for his removal or to leave him alone. 

Many thoughtful people have the impres
sion that the question is whether or not the 
President is doing a good job. To me, the 
question is not whether he is doing a good 
job or a bad job, but simply whether he will 
perform his sworn duty to preserve, protect 
and defend the Constitution of the United 
States and to follow its laws. 

I have responded to those letters by ex
pressing my hope that it will not be nec
essary to bring charges against the President 
because of the effect such proceedings would 
have upon our· country. However, I will not 
hesitate to vote my conviction after hearing 
evidence whether our President supports the 
Constitution and laws of this great free land. 

The preservation of our system of govern
ment is more important to me than any per
son's continuation in office, including my 
own, and my own prayer is that I may clear
ly see the right course in our Nation's inter
est ... we must always remember our coun
try's strength is in the character and faith of 
its people. 

President Kennedy sounded a clear call for 
such faith when he said: " In the long history 
of the world only a few governments have 
been granted the role of defending freedom 
in its hour of greatest danger. I do not 
shrink from that responsibility. I welcome 
it." 

Tonight that call to Americans must be 
sounded again . 

Let us remember that this country of 
ours-great and powerful though it may be 
because of natural resources-is important 
in the stream of world history because of the 
principles of integrity, liberty and honor in 
which each of you believes. We must not for
get that these principles and our material 
well-being have been gained because men of 
character, strength, and courage have in the 
past squeezed them out of a hostile world 
one small step at a time. 

In looking around this room, into the faces 
of friends from early childhood years and 
those of later years as well, I am confident 
that we have the strength of character and of 
will, and o( faith, to ensure that this land 
will long remain both strong and free . 

Mr. Speaker, each member of the Ju
diciary Committee probably had simi
lar thoughts about the gravity of the 
situation which faced us. 

We faced a constitutional crisis as to 
whether the Constitution and the rule 
of law applied to everyone. We faced an 
institutional crisis as to whether we 
could conduct a full and fair inquiry 
without being fragmented along par
tisan line~. We were at a crossroads, 
with only one of the paths keeping us 
on course. We had to choose the right 
new path. 

Congress responded to these chal
lenges, and weathered a crisis of con
fidence in Government itself by taking 
the high ground and acting carefully 
and deliberately. The system worked. 

People throughout the Nation recog
nized that a Congress, made up of indi
vidual Members from various back
grounds, could take on tough problems 
and resolve them in a firm, fair, andre
sponsible way. Having restored con
fidence in Government, the Congress 
moved boldly toward congressional re
form. 

Again today, confidence in Govern
ment has faltered. Our institutions are 
seen as unresponsive and uncaring. 

During the 1970's, Congress met the 
challenge of correcting abuses in an
other branch of government. Now, the 
task is more difficult. Congress must 
set out to improve itself. 

The American people are frustrated 
and see Congress as part of the problem 

rather than part of the solution. Its 
seems clear that our efforts must be 
both procedural and substantive. 

Procedurally, it is important that 
recommendations, such as those being 
considered by the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress, be taken 
seriously and that changes which will 
improve efficiency be adopted. 

We should, however, keep in mind the 
distinction between efficiency and ef
fectiveness. Even more important than 
the efficiency of doing things right is 
the substantive question of doing right 
things. 

For example, serious questions about 
minority and majority rights should be 
addressed in a consistent and fair way 
throughout the legislative branch. 

In the months following the Water
gate decisions. I remember one reform, 
which was considered by Speaker Carl 
Albert, that a two-thirds vote of the 
House be required to approve non
germane amendments added by the 
other body. We were quickly advised by 
Members of the other body that such a 
super-majority should not be approved. 

Believing in the democratic principle 
that a majority should have a right to 
bring an issue forward to a vote, the 
House has recently adopted a discharge 
procedure to advance that principle. If 
such a process is a sound expressive of 
majority rights, should it not be uni
formly applied throughout the legisla
tive branch of Government? 

In addition to changes within the leg
islative branch as an institution, re
form is needed in assuring that elec
tions provide a level playing field on 
which challengers can compete with in
cumbents. Campaign finance reform is 
one means to enhance this objective. 

But more basic than procedural and 
substantive reform of laws and institu
tions, is the need for individual dedica
tion to the people's business. 

Just as members of the Judiciary 
Committee rose above themselves to 
perform their duty to the principles of 
justice and accountability that were 
central to the Watergate matter, we 
should now reaffirm that the purpose 
of debate is to inform and persuade 
Members, not television audiences. 

We should assure that decisions be 
made on principle rather than expedi
ency, that the institution of Congress 
as well as the privilege of representing 
the people be respected and accorded 
dignity. 

It is time, once again, to take the 
high road. The American people will 
notice, and they will approve. 

0 2340 

DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION RETAIL 
INVESTMENT SALES AND DIS
CLOSURE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 

to introduce today the Depository Institution 
Retail Investment Sales and Disclosure Act 
with my colleague from New York, Congress
man CHUCK SCHUMER. This legislation is 
prompted by our great concern over the retail 
sales of nondeposit investment products by in
sured depository institutions. The timing of this 
bill is critical. In the past few years, mutual. 
funds have exploded into a $2.1 trillion mar
ket-from $135 billion in 1980 to $2.1 trillion in 
1993. Assets of mutual funds have exceeded 
that of deposits for the first time in our history. 
More than one-third of the banking industry 
now sells mutual funds. The purpose of this 
legislation is to prevent consumers from buy
ing an uninsured product such as a mutual 
fund or annuity, mistakenly believing that the 
product is federally insured. We don't need 
another Lincoln Savings and Loan debacle 
where thousands of customers bought bonds 
thinking they were as safe as CD's, only to 
learn they were really worthless junk bonds. 

Although some Federal banking agencies 
have issued guidelines regarding sales of un
insured products, this legislation would go fur
ther to protect consumers from misleading and 
deceptive sales practices. Our bill would en
sure that not only will banks be required to fol
low the SEC's rules for brokers and dealers, 
but also that they take into account the special 
rules of unsophisticated customers. This bill is 
designed to protect the vulnerable customer 
from unsafe and unsound tactics we have 
seen used in previous scandals. 

We cannot trust that banks' self-policing 
practices will avert another tragedy like the 
Lincoln Savings and Loan debacle of the 
1980s when thousands of mostly elderly cus
tomers bought uninsured bonds from the Cali
fornia savings and loan believing they were 
federally insured. No one told them these 
bonds were uninsured-if anything, Lincoln 
emptoyees contributed to the problem by dis
abusing the customers of any notion that the 
bonds might be uninsured. When Lincoln was 
taken over by the Government in April 1989, 
more than 23,000 customers were left with 
$255 million of worthless bonds. Many people 
lost their life's savings. Our legislation will 
keep bank customers fully apprised of all of 
the risks of purchasing investment products. 

This bill is critical, because, unfortunately, 
many people still think that anything they get 
from a bank is federally insured. We need to 
make sure that tellers and customer rep
resentatives-:-who deal most frequently with 
customers-clarify the uninsured nature of 
these products. · 

This legislation requires full disclosure that 
the product is not insured by the Government 
and that the consumer is aware that money 
may be lost on the investment. In addition, the 
customer must sign a form acknowledging the 
disclosure before any initial purchase. 

The legislation also addresses the scenario 
where a customer, understandably, is con
fused over the association between a bank, 
which is federally insured, or name of the un
insured products offered by or through the 
bank. For example, how can a consumer be 
expected to immediately make the distinction 
between the federally insured American Bank 
or its uninsured so-called American Bank mu
tual funds? The Office of the Comptroller of 

the Currency [OCC] says that banks may not 
use their name in the labeling of uninsured 
bank products. The Gonzalez-Schumer bill 
specifically prohibits banks from using similar 
names or logos. This bill will help avoid such 
confusion in the future. It also allows banks a 
transition period in recognition of existing ar
rangements. 

To further prevent customer confusion, the 
legislation regulates the setting and cir
cumstances of investment sales by physically 
isolating the area where uninsured mutual 
funds or annuities are sold, from the area 
where a customer engages in everyday bank
ing services such as making deposits. Thus, 
the customer will have to seek out the serv
ices on his or her initiative. This bill serves to 
deter methods used in the Lincoln Savings 
and Loan crisis, where tellers were receiving 
bonuses for pushing uninsured bonds and 
meeting quotas established by each branch. 

Currently, Federal banking agencies only re
quire "to the extent permitted by space and 
personnel considerations," that banks take 
steps to separate the retail deposit-taking and 
retail nondeposit sales functions of banks. 
Clearly, this is not enough. Under our legisla
tion, even the smallest depository institution 
must figure out a way to physically separate 
its noninsured businesses from its insured. 
While this may cause some inconvenience at 
first, the payback in greater customer protec
tion is worth it. 

Tellers must also refer customers to the 
area of the bank where they can purchase un
insured financial instruments. Under our legis
lation, the teller is not even allowed to com
ment on customer requests for information on 
uninsured products but must refer them to the 
employee or employees responsible for selling 
the product. As it stands today, customers 
may be misled by the teller who deposits their 
federally insured money and then turns around 
and sells them an uninsured investment prod
uct. 

Currently, banks provide names and ad
dresses of their customers, along with CD bal
ances and maturity dates, to affiliated brokers 
who sell uninsured products. The Federal 
banking agencies do not address issues of 
confidentiality in this situation. This bill would 
require written customer consent prior to the 
disclosure of any confidential information. 

The reforms in this bill are needed because 
they exceed those of Federal banking agen
cies which emphasize, recommend, or advise 
requirements of the banks they oversee. This 
legislation mandates reforms. 

The Lincoln Savings and Loan scandal 
serves to remind us that consumers who are 
not informed about the risks involved with their 
investments, can lose big. I urge all members 
to support passage of this bill to protect those 
who may not have all the information they 
need. It is my intention to bring this bill to a 
committee vote this year since the sooner the 
consumer is protected, the better. 
DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION RETAIL INVESTMENT 

SALES AND DISCLOSURE ACT-SECTION-BY
. SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1. Short title . " Depository Institu
tion Retail Investment Sales and Disclosure 
Act." 

Section 2. Regulation of retail sales of non
deposit investment products by insured de
pository institutions. 

The Act amends the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Act CFDI Act) by adding a new section 
44, "Regulation of Retail Sales of Nondeposit 
Investment Products by Insured Depository 
Institutions" . 

Definitions. Section 449(a)(l) defines 
" banking office" as any office or part of any 
office of an insured depository institution 
that is commonly accessible to the general 
public for the purvose of accepting or with
drawing deposits. 

" Nondeposit investment product" is de
fined in section 44(a)(2) broadly to include 
any shares issues by a registered investment 
company. It does not include any deposit, 
loan or extension or credit, letter of credit, 
or any other instrument or investment prod
uct specifically excluded from the definition 
by regulations prescribed jointly by the Fed
eral banking agencies. 

Scope of Application. Section 44(b)(l) pro
vides that the Act applies only to retail sales 
of nondeposit investment products. It does 
not apply to transactions between any in
sured depository institution, any affiliate, or 
any other person subject to section 44 and 
any other insured depository institution, 
any affiliate, any registered broker or deal
er, any accredited investor (as defined in sec
tion 2(15)(i) of the Securities Act of 1933), or 
any other class of customers which the Fed
eral banking agency determines, on the basis 
of the customer's financial sophistication, 
does not need the protections of the Act. 

Section 44(b)(2) provides that the Act 
should not be construed as limiting or other
wise affecting any authority of the SEC, any 
self-regulatory organization (SRO), the Mu
nicipal Sec uri ties Rulemaking Board 
(MSRB) , or the Secretary of the Treasury 
under any Federal securities law or the ap
plicability of any Federal securities law or 
regulation. The Act does impose require
ments on insured depository institutions 
who must ensure compliance by certain SEC 
registered and regulated persons who operate 
on behalf of or upon the premises of the in
sured depository institution. Some of these 
requirements are in addition to those im
posed by the Federal securities laws and reg
ulations issued thereunder. However, the re~ 
quirements of, and the regulatory and en
forcement authority of the Federal banking 
agencies under, the Act are not intended to 
diminish the regulatory and enforcement au
thority of the SEC, any SRO, the MSRB, or 
the Secretary of the Treasury over persons 
registered with or otherwise regulated by 
them. 

Prohibition on Misleading and Deceptive 
Practices. Section 44(c) of the FDI Act pro
hibits any insured depository institutions 
from permitting any person from engaging in 
any practice or using advertising which 
could mislead a customer as to: (1) the unin
sured nature of any nondeposit investment 
product offered or sold by the institution, 
any affiliate , or any other person at or on be
half of the institution, or (2) the investment 
risk associated with such product. 

The Federal banking agencies are required 
to jointly prescribe rules of fai r practice gov
erning such sales. The regulators are to take 
into account the National Association of Se
curities Dealers (NASD) Rules of Fair Prac
tice when prescribing such regulations and 
any other applicable regulations which the 
agencies determine to be appropriat e . 

Disclosure. Under section 44(d), an insured 
depository institution shall require any per
son who offers or sells any nondeposi t invest
ment product to disclose to any potential 
customer the following information: (1) the 
nondeposi t investment product is not in
sured by the FDIC, the U.S. Government, or 
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the institution; (2) the product poses some 
investment risk and may involve the loss of 
principal; (3) a description of the relation
ship between the insured depository institu
tion and any other person which originated 
the product or underwrites, sells or distrib
utes the product; and (4) in the case of sales 
of shares of a registered investment com
pany, the relationship between the institu
tion, any affiliate, and the investment com
pany. 

At the time of the initial purchase of a 
nondeposit investment product, the insured 
depository institution must obtain a sepa
rate statement signed and dated by the pur
chaser which contains the declaration that 
the purchaser has received, read and under
stood the required disclosures. The declara
tion must be prominently placed on a sheet 
of paper separate from any application or 
other paper which the person signs or ob
tains in connection with the initial pur
chase. Signed declarations must be obtained 
for the initial purchase of each type of non
deposit product, i.e. mutual fund, annuity, or 
shares of stock. Signed declarations are not 
required for subsequent purchases of the 
same type of nondeposi t product. 

With respect to a purchase of a nonO.eposit 
investment products (other than an initial 
purchase described above) which takes place 
through an electronic funds transfer, the vis
ual or oral disclosure described above must 
be provided through the device used by the 
purchaser to carry out the transfer. 

The Federal banking agencies must jointly 
establish model forms for disclosure and 
signed declarations. 

The disclosures required under section 
44(d)(l) must be contained in any advertise
ment, solicitation, or promotional or sales 
material of any insured depository institu
tion regarding any nondeposit investment 
product, as well as in any sale confirmation 
notice or periodic statement issued in con
nection with such product. 

Location. An insured depository institu
tion may not permit any part of any banking 
office of the institution to be used for offers 
of, sales of, or offers of opinions or invest
ment advice regarding, any nondeposit in
vestment product. Such activity may be con
ducted in an area physically segregated from 
the banking office. 

A notice must be posted in any area in 
which nondeposit investment products are 
offered or sold or in which investment advice 
regarding such products is given stating that 
such part of the office is devoted to the sale 
of nondeposit investment products that are 
not insured by the FDIC or the U.S. govern
ment and that deposits are not accepted at 
that location. 

Employee Sales, Training, and Compensa
tion. An insured depository institution may 
not allow any person who accepts deposits to 
sell or offer investment advice regarding any 
nondeposit investment product. Such person 
may refer a customer to a person who does 
sell such products or offers such advice if the 
customer explicitly requests the referral and 
if the person who accepts deposits does not 
solicit such requests, discloses to the cus
tomer the uninsured nature of such products, 
and does not receive any referral based com
pensation. 

In order to sell any nondeposit investment 
product at or on behalf of an insured deposi
tory institution, a person must either be reg
istered with the SEC as a broker or dealer, 
registered representative, or an investment 
adviser or the person must meet qualifica
tion and training requirements which the 
Federal banking agencies jointly determine 

to be equivalent to the training and quali
fication requirements applicable to a reg
istered broker or dealer, registered rep
resentative, or registered investment ad
viser. Such training must include training 
regarding suitability of investments. 

Generally, the Federal banking agencies 
are instructed to prescribe regulations estab
lishing minimum requirements for insured 
depository institution compensation pro
grams designed to ensure that the programs 
do not provide an incentive for the sale of 
nondeposit investment products to any cus
tomer in lieu of a more suitable investment. 

Common Names. No insured depository in
stitution and no affiliate may use the name, 
title or logo of the institution or any word or 
design which the same as or similar to, or a 
variation of, the name, title, or logo of such 
institution in connection with the name of 
any investment company for which the insti
tution or affiliate acts as investment ad
viser, or any nondeposit investment products 
which is sold by the institution or affiliate 
or with respect to which the institution or 
affiliate provides an opinion or investment 
advice. This prohibition shall not apply to 
any institution currently using such name, 
title, logo, word or design until 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act if the 
use of such name, title, logo, word or design 
began prior to the date of enactment. The 
appropriate Federal banking agency may 
permit such use to continue after the expira
tion of the 6 month period if the agency de
termines, in writing and on a case by case 
basis, that such use is unlikely to mislead 
any person as to the uninsured nature of the 
nondeposit investment product. 

Confidential Customer information. Sec
tion 44(g) prohibits the disclosure of any con
fidential customer information by an insured 
depository institution to any person, includ
ing any affiliate of the institution, without 
the prior written consent of the customer. 
"Customer" is defined as any person who 
after the date of enactment of this Act es
tablishes a deposit, trust, or credit relation
ship with an insured depository institution. 
A renewal of an account or rollover of a de
posit is treated as the establishment of a 
new deposit relationship. "Confidential cus
tomer information" is defined as financial 
information regarding any specific individ
ual Which has been derived from any record 
of the institution and pertains to the indi
vidual's relationship to the institution. Spe
cific exceptions from the definition are pro
vided. The Federal banking agencies may 
prescribe additional regulations limiting dis
closures of nonpublic customer information. 

Compliance. Section 44(i) requires each 
Federal banking agency to review the insti
tution's record of compliance with section 44 
when conducting any examination. The in
sured depository institution which permits 
third parties to offer, sell, or provide invest
ment advice regarding, nondeposit invest
ment products must establish procedures to 
ensure that such third parties adhere to the 
requirements of section 44. 

Seciton 44(i)(3) states the sense of the Con
gress that the Federal banking agencies use 
testers to monitor compliance with the re
quirements of this section. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. HASTERT (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL), from 4:30 p.m. and for the bal
ance of the day, on account of illness. 

Mr. ENGEL (at the request of Mr. GEP
HARDT), for today until 6:50p.m., on ac
count of personal business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. HUNTER, for 15 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. MOLINARI) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. GILLMOR, for 60 minutes each 
day, on October 22, 25, and 26. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, for 5 min
utes, today. 

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today, 
and for 60 minutes, on October 21. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Ms. LAMBERT) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. PARKER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TOWNS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SANDERS, for 5 minutes each day, 

October 20 and 21. 
Mrs. MEEK, for 5 minutes, on October 

21. 
Ms. McKINNEY, for 5 minutes, on Oc

tober 21. 
Ms. BROWN of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

on October 21. 
Mr. SANDERS, for 60 minutes each 

day, on October 26 and 27. 
Mr. FINGERHUT, for 60 minutes each 

day, on October 20 and 21. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 10 minutes, on Octo

ber 21. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Ms. MOLINARI) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. KYL. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
Mr. CAMP. 
Mr. REGULA. 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
Mr. KOLBE. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
Mr. LEWIS of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. TALENT in three instances. 
Ms. MOLINARI. 
Mrs. MORELLA. 
Mr. HEFLEY. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia in three in

stances. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. LAMBERT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. HOLDEN. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. MANTON. 
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Mr. SWETT in two instances. 
Mr. RUSH in three instances. 
Mr. ENGEL. 
Mr. HILLIARD. 
Mr. HINCHEY. 
Mr. SANDERS. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Mr. JEFFERSON. 
Mr. COYNE. 
Mr. FOGLIE'I'TA. 
Mr. BARCIA. 
Mr. SERRANO in four instances. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. 
Mr. BLACKWELL. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER in two instances. 
Mr. LEHMAN. 
Mr. TRAFICANT in two instances. 
Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Ms. HASTINGS. 
Mr. CONDIT. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 11 o'clock and 44 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, October 21, 1993, at 
10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

2045. A letter from the Department of En
ergy. transmitting the first interim report of 
the Federal Fleet Conversion Task Force; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

2046. A letter from the Chief Financial Offi
cer, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, trans
mitting the Commission's report on mixed 
waste streams, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 6965; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

2047. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
notification of a proposed transfer of defense 
articles or defense services valued at $50 mil
lion or more reexported from Canada to Aus
tralia, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2753(d)(3); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2048. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of a proposed li
cense for the export of defense equipment 
sold commercially to Japan (Transmittal 
No. DTC-38-93), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2049. A letter from the Railroad Retire
ment Board, transmitting the Board's report 
on the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act 
for Fiscal Year 1993, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
3810; to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

2050. A letter from the Chairman, Board of 
Directors, Tennessee Valley Authority, 

· transmitting a report of activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
ye~r 1992, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(e); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 

for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DIXON: Committee on conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 2492. A bill mak
ing appropriations for the government of the 
District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the 
revenues of said District for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses (Rept. 103-303). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 282. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 281) making further continuing appro
priations for the fiscal year 1994, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 103-304). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska, Ms. BYRNE, Mr. MORAN, 
Mr. HOYER, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. BATE
MAN, Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

H.R. 3318. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for the establishment 
of programs to encourage Federal employees 
to commute by means other than single-oc
cupancy motor vehicles; to the Committees 
on Post Office and Civil Service, House Ad
ministration, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska: 
H.R. 3319. A bill to impose limitations on 

the placing of U.S. Armed Forces under the 
operational control of a foreign national act
ing on behalf of the United Nations; jointly, 
to the Committees on Armed Services and 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. LEH
MAN, and Mr. TRAFICANT): 

H.R. 3320. A bill to curb criminal activity 
by aliens, to defend against acts of inter
national terrorism, to protect American 
workers from unfair labor competition, and 
to relieve pressure on public services by 
strengthening border security and stabilizing 
immigration into the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 3321. A bill to provide increased flexi

bility to States in carrying out the Low-In
come Home Energy Assistance Program; 
jointly, to the Committees on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs, Education and 
Labor, and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. MURPHY, and Mr. KLEIN): 

H.R. 3322. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax incentives to 
encourage the preservation of low-income 
housing; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 
H.R. 3323. A bill to provide that rates of 

pay for the President and Members of Con
gress shall be made equivalent to the rates of 
pay for their counterparts in the United 
Mexican States if legislation implementing 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement 
is enacted; jointly, to the Committees on 
Post Office and Civil Service and House Ad
ministration. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER: 
H.R. 3324. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to establish a program of 

providing information and education to the 
public on the prevention and treatment of 
eating disorders; to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SHA YS (for himself, Mr. AN
DREWS of Texas, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, and Mr. BALLENGER): 

H.R. 3325. A bill to amend certain provi
sions of title 5, United States Code, relating 
to the age and service requirements for enti
tlement to an immediate annuity under the 
Civil Service Retirement System or the Fed
eral Employees' Retirement System, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. KLINK (for himself and Mr. 
COYNE): 

H.R. 3326. A bill to delay the effective date 
of regulations issued by the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development governing 
the admission of single persons into public 
and assisted housing for the elderly; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. NATCHER: 
H.J. Res. 281. Joint resolution making fur

ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1994, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr. MAN
TON, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. SAXTON, and Ms. 
SNOWE): 

H. Con. Res. 169. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should seek compliance by all 
countries with the conservation and manage
ment recommendations for Atlantic bluefin 
tuna adopted by the International Commis
sion for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. MCMILLAN, 
Mr. PARKER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. 
BUYER, Mr. CANADY, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. DICK
EY, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 
BACHUS of Alabama, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
BAKER of California, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. CAMP, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
SUNDQUIST, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. TALENT, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. QUIL
LEN, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. HORN, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. FALEOMJ\IVAEGA, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, 
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. GING
RICH, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, and 
Mr. KYL): 

H. Res. 281. Resolution respecting child 
pornography; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori
als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

251. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of California, rel
ative to pest containment and quarantine fa
cilities; to the Committee on Agriculture. 
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252. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 

the State of California, r_elative to Mare Is
land Naval Shipyard; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

253. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the air
craft carrier Midway; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

254. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to commu
nity development financial institutions; to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs . 

255. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of California, relative to establishing a 
model for career pathways for youth pro
grams; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

256. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to long-term 
care; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

257. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to cannabis/ 
marijuana; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

258. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of California, relative to the range 
livestock industry; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

259 . Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to military 
airspace; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

260. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to tax refund 
liability; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

261. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to American 
prisoners of war or missing in action; joint
ly, to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
Ways and Means. 

262. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to sustain
able development; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Foreign Affairs, Energy and Com
merce, Public Works and Transportation, 
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 14: Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 140: Mr. HANSEN, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. 

FAZIO, Mr. DEAL, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. WHITTEN, 
and Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 

H.R. 250: Mr. DORNAN. 
H.R. 323: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. SENSEN

BRENNER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. PETE GEREN 
of Texas, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
PENNY, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. AR
CHER, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. CAMP, Mr. CANADY, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. 
DICKEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 
DREIER, Ms. DUNN, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FIELDS 

of Texas, Mr. GALLO, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. HAN
COCK, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HOUGH
TON, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
ISTOOK, Mr. KING, Mr. KLUG, Mr. KYL, Mr. 
LAZIO, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LIGHT
FOOT, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
MICA, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. MOORHEAD, 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
PAXON, Mr. PETRI, Mr. POMBO, Mr. PORTMAN, 
Mr. QUINN, Mr. REGULA , Mr. ROBERTS, Ms. 
Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SAXTON, 
Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. STUMP, Mr. THOM
AS of California, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. WALK
ER, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WELDON, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. ZELIFF, 
Mr. HORN, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. FISH, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. DELAY, 
Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, and Mr. 
BONILLA. 

H.R. 339: Mr. STENHOLM. 
H.R. 411: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. BAKER of 

Louisiana. 
H.R. 417: Mr. HOKE. 
H.R. 455: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 509: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. AR-

CHER. 
H.R. 635: Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.R. 794: Mr. ALLARD. 
H.R. 796: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 799: Mrs. LLOYD. 
H.R. 878: Mr. KILDEE and Miss COLLINS of 

Michigan. 
H.R. 1012: Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
H.R. 1504: Mr. JACOBS. 
H.R. 1552: Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
H .R. 1583: Mr. WYNN, Mrs. THURMAN, and 

Ms. FURSE. 
H .R. 1627: Mr. ISTOOK and Mr. COSTELLO. 
H.R. 1749: Mr. GREENWOOD. 
H.R. 1801: Mr. TORKILDSEN. 
H.R. 1968: Ms. FURSE. 
H .R. 2076: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 

OLVER, Mr. FORD of Michigan, and Ms. 
BYRNE. 

H .R. 2173: Mr. KLEIN. 
H .R. 2326: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 

CAMP, Mr. JoHNSTON of Florida, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. PAXON, Mr. VENTO, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. 
BUYER, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. GORDON, and Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. 

H.R. 2341: Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 2417: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. 

HOLDEN, and Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 2425: Mr. GRAMS. 
H.R. 2467: Mr. BOUCHER, Ms. BROWN of Flor

ida, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. LINDER, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mr. OLVER, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. 
SKEEN, and Mr. WILSON. 

H.R. 2521: Mrs . THURMAN, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
POMBO, Mr. HOLDEN , Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. WOLF, and 
Ms. SNOWE. 

H.R. 2556: Mr. HOKE. 
H.R. 2572: Mr. KLEIN. 
H.R. 2612: Mr. THOMAS of California and Mr. 

HERGER. 
H.R. 2623: Mr. KLEIN and Mr. MYERS of In

diana. 
H.R. 2758: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio. 
H.R. 2787: Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
H.R. 2814: Mr. VALENTINE. 

H .R. 2866: Mr. KLEIN, Ms. ENGLISH of Ari
zona, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. PETERSON OF MIN
NESOTA, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Mr. FINGERHUT, and Mr. FOGLI
ETTA. 

H.R. 2896: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. DEAL. 
H.R. 2898: Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 2950: Mr. BAESLER. 
H .R. 2959: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 

EWING, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. SENSEt.mRENNER, and Mr. HEFLEY. 

H.R. 3030: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 3039: Mr. BROWDER and Mr. SAM JOHN

SON. 
H .R. 3041: Mr. APPLEGATE. 
H.R. 3088: Ms. NORTON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 

GALLEGLY, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H.R. 3109: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 3121: Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 

SKEEN, and Mr. MCDADE. 
H.R. 3132: Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. ROMERO

BARCELO. 
H.R. 3173: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.R. 3194: Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. SCHU

MER, and Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 3195: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LEVY, and Mr. 

GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 3205: Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 

MANN, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
BYRANT, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. COOPERSMITH, 
Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BARRETT of Wiscon
sin, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. 
DEAL, Mr. TANNER, and Mr. PENNY. 

H.R. 3212: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 
H.R. 3213: Mr. STUMP and Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.J. Res. 79: Mr. CHAPMAN. 
H.J . Res. 113: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 
H.J. Res. 274: Mr. GREENWOOD. 
H. Con. Res. 91 : Mr. BAESLER, Mr. 

CUNNINGHAM, Mr. COOPER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. BLUTE, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. 
ROEMER. 

H. Con. Res. 141: Mr. MCCRERY and Ms. 
CANTWELL. 

H. Con. Res. 154: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. MORAN, 
Mr. ROYCE, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. LI
PINSKI, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. GUN
DERSON, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FISH, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. BYRNE, Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. LAZIO. 

H. Res. 127: Mr. SANTORUM. 
H. Res. 227: Mr. KLUG, Mr. MAZZOLI, Ms. 

BYRNE, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. THOMAS of 
Wyoming. 

H. Res. 234: Ms. BYRNE, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, Mr. SHARP, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. PAXON, 
Mr. DE LA GARZA, Miss COLLINS of Michigan, 
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. KING, and 
Mr. CALLAHAN. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

HR. 1627: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
H.R. 2862: Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 
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